





THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
FOR TIPPECANOE COUNTY

VOLUME 3:

THE HOUSING ELEMENT

TIPPECANOE COUNTY AREA PLAN COMMISSTON
County Office Building

20 North Third Street

Lafayette, Indiana 47901

317-423-9242

May 1981

Adopted by the TIPPECANOE COUNTY AREA PLAN COMMISSION
on Setpember 16, 1981, by the COMMON COUNCILS OF THE
CITIES OF LAFAYETTE and WEST LAFAYETTE and the TOWN
BOARDS OF DAYTON and BATTLE GROUND on October 5, 1981,
and by the BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, COUNTY OF TIPPECANOE,
on October 19, 1981. Certified to and recorded by

the Tippecanoe Countv Recorder on October 23, 1981.



THE TIPPECANOE COUNTY AREA PLAN COMMISSION, 1981

Johanna C. Downie, President
Mark Hermodson, Vice President
Francis Albregts

Paul Finkenbinder

George Fraser

Charles E. Kerber

Jerry Ledbetter

Bruce Osborn

Sue Reser

Stephen A. Ricks

C. Wesley Shook

Timothy Shriner

Melvin Swisher

Ralph vanderkolk

Robert A. Mucker, Legal Counsel

THE AREA PLAN COMMISSION STAFF

James D. Hawley, Executive Director
Becky Davis, Drafting Technician

Mary J. Geiger, Secretary

Bernard J. Gulker, Principal Planner
Allison R. Leavitt, Junior Planner
Sallie Dell Lee, Principal Planner
Wanda M. Miller, Junior Planner

John P. Moisan-Thomas, Senior Planner
Dianne M. Renner, Recording Secretary
Michael N. Sanders, Senior Planner
Elizabeth Bentz Williams, Drafting Technician
Anna Lee Yao, Secretary/Bookkeeper

This Volume Compiled and Written by: Michael N. Sanders
John P. Moisan-Thomas
Allison R. Leavitt
Bernard J. Gulker

Produced by: Becky Davis
Mary J. Geiger
Dianne M. Renner
Elizabeth Bentz Williams

In Charge of Comprehensive Planning: Bernard J. Culker



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF FIGURES
LIST OF TABLES
INTRODUCTION

HOUSING INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS OF THE EXISTING HOUSING
SITUATION

Housing Characteristics
Occupancy
Number of Housing Units
Type of Housing
Tenure
Vacancy and Construction Activity
Federally Assisted Housing in Tippecanoe County

Housing Conditions
External Housing Conditions: 1978
A Comparison of External Housing Conditions:
1960 and 1978
Households with Housing Deficiencies: 1970

Housing Costs
Housing Value
Housing Affordability
Rental Costs
Residential Building Activity
Building Permit Data: 1965-1980
Residential Subdivision Activity, 1970-1980

Summary

FUTURE HOUSING NEEDS
Housing Market Analysis

Needs of Low- and Moderate-Income Households
Units Required by Income Group

Housing Assistance Needs of Lower Income Households

Need for Assisted Housing Units

Summary

PAGE

iii

~NEOY D W oW

13
13

15
18

21
21
31
40

44
44
56

75

78
78
83
83
86
86

89



RESIDENTIAL EXPANSION BEYOND THE URBAN BCUNDARY 91
HOUSING POLICIES 107
Availability 108
Affordability 108
Compatibility 109
Policy Statements 110
APPENDICES 114
A. Major Apartment Complex Activity Summary 115

B. Federally Assisted Housing Programs in Tippecanoe County 116

C. Tippecanoe County Area Plan Commission Housing Survey
Evaluation Criteria 126

D. Tabulation of Housing Type by Condition 127

E. Tabulation of Housing Condition by Location 130

F. US Census of Housing, 1960: Evaluation Criteria
for Housing Conditions 133

G. 1980 Existing Single Family Home Sales and

Price Distribution 135
H. Tabulation of Building Permit Activity 137
I. Residential Subdivision Activity by Subdivision

Size Category 142

ii



II

I1T

Iv

VI

VII

VIIT

IX

XTI

XIT

XITT

XIv

XV

LIST OF FIGURES

Location of Major Apartment Complex Activity,
April 1981

Percent of Residential Units by Sub-Area
Classified as Good in the 1978 Survey:
Lafayette and West Lafayette

Percent of Residential Units by Township
Classified as Good in the 1978 Survey:
Balance of County

U.S. Median Price of New and Existing Single
Family Homes Sold, 1963-1979

Price Distribution of Existing Single Family
Houses Sold by Jurisdiction, 1980

Price Distribution of Existing Single Family
Homes Sold by Sub-Area in Lafayette and West
Lafayette, 1980

Price Distribution of Existing Single Family
Houses Sold by Sub-Area in Tippecanoe County,
1980

Average Price of Existing Single Family Homes
Sold, 1975-1980

National House Prices and Family Income,
1965-1980

National Home Ownership Costs, Residential
Rent, and Family Income: 1965-1980

Changes in House Prices and Family Income,
Tippecanoe County: 1975-1980

Building Permits Issued in Tippecanoe County:
1960-1980

Single Family Building Permits Issued by
Sub-Area in Tippecanoe County: 1960-1980

Number of Improvement Building Permits Issued
by Sub-Area in Tippecanoe County: 1960-1980

Percent Change in Building Permits Issued in

Tippecanoe County, State of Indiana and the
United States: 1975-1979

iii

PAGE
10

16

17

22

26

27

28

30

32

33

37

46

47

50

52



XVI

XVII

XVIIT

XIX

XX

XXI

XXII

XXIIT

XXIV

XXV

XXVI

XXVIT

XXVIII

XXIX

XXX

XXXT

Estimated Average Building Permit Value Per
Unit, Tippecanoe County: 1960-1980

Estimated Building Permit Value Per Single
Family Unit: 1960-1980

Relationship Between Number of Lots Approved
(Preliminary and Final) and Building Permits
Issued by Year of Request for Preliminary
Plat Approval: 1970~1980

Location of "Active" Subdivisions Granted
Preliminary Approval: 1970-1980

Distribution of "Active" Subdivision Lots by
Approximate Density of Lots Per Gross Acre

Percent Change of Population by Household
Size, 1960-1990

Residential Potentials Decision-Making Matrix
Tippecanoe County Study Area Map

Residential Expansion Sectors Within Tippecanoe
County

Residential Expansion: South Sector
Residential Expansion: FEast Sector
Regidential Expansion: North and West Sectors
Residential Expansion: Dayton and Clarks Hill

Relationship Between Number of Lots Approved
(Preliminary and Final) and Building Permits
Issued by Year of Request for Preliminary Plat
Approval: Prelim. Requests of 1-9 Lots

Relationship Between Number of Lots Approved
(Preliminary and Final) and Building Permits
Issued by Year of Request for Preliminary Plat
Approval: Prelim. Requests of 10-24 Lots

Relationship Between Number of Lots Approved
(Preliminary and Final) and Building Permits
Issued by Year of Request for Preliminary Plat
Approval: Prelim. Requests of 25+ Lots

iv

53
54

61

68
72
84

93
97

100

10

102
103
104

145

147

149



I

ITT

v

VI

VII

VIIT

IX

XTI

XIT

XITT

XIV

XV

XVI

LIST OF TABLES

Population and Households, Tippecanoe County:
1960-1980

Number of Housing Units in Tippecanoe County:
1960-1980

Percentage of Housing Types in Tippecanoe
County by Area: 1970-1978

Tenure of Occupied Housing Units in Tippecanoe
County: 1960 and 1970

Vacancy Status of Available Housing Units in
Tippecanoe County: 1960 and 1970

Housing Vacancy Survey Results, Tippecanoe
County: 1973-1980

Existing Supply of Low and Moderate Income
Housing in Tippecanoe County

Type of Housing in Tippecanoe County by
Condition: 1978

Condition of Housing in Tippecanoe County by
Area (in percentages): 1960 and 1978

Deficiency and Adequacy Status of Owner- and
Renter-Occupied Housing Units in Tippecanoe
County by Income Group: 1970 Housing Census

Median Housing Value of Owner-Occupied Units,
in Dollars

Characteristics of Local Existing Housing
Sales: 1975-1980 '

Prices of Existing Single Family Homes Sold
by Jurisdiction: 1980

Local, Regional and National Comparison of
the Average Prices of Existing Single Family
Houses Sold: 1975-1980

Economic Profile of First Time and Repeat Home
Buyers, 1979

Median Family Income, United States and
Tippecanoe County: 1960-1980

PAGE

21

24

25

29

34

35



XVII

XVIIX

XIX

XX

XXI

XXIT

XXIIX

XXIV

XXV

XXVI

XXVIT

XXVIIT

XXIX

XXX

XXXI

XXXIT

Median Household Effective Buying Income:
United States, Indiana and Tippecanoe County:
1973-1979

Per Capita Income: United States, Great Lakes
Region, Indiana and Tippecanoe County: 1959-
1979

Housing Affordability: Tippecanoe County,
1975-1980

Housing Affordability: United States, 1975-
1980

Median Gross Monthly Rent and Median Family
Income of Renter-Occupied Housing Units for
Selected Areas: 1970-1978

Affordability of Rental Housing in Tippecanoe
County: 1970-1978

Multi-family Building Activity in West Lafayette:
1965-1980

Percent Distribution of Building Permits by
Housing Type: 1960-1980

Percent Change in the Average Single Family
Building Permit Values in Tippecanoe County
versus the Percent Change in the National
Average Selling Price of New Homes: 1965-1980

Summary of Residential Subdivision Activity,
1970-1980 (By Year of Request for Preliminary
Plat Approval)

"Active" Subdivisions Granted Preliminary
Approval: 1970-1980

Distribution of "Active" Subdivision Lots by
Approximate Density of Lots Per Gross Acre

Housing Market Analysis for Tippecanoe County:
1980-1990

Population and Occupancy Characteristics By
Household Size, 1960-1990

Units Required By Income Group: 1980-1990

Housing Assistance Needs of Lower Income
Households

i

PAGE
36

36

38

39

42

43

48

49

()

59

65

71

80

82

85

87



XXXIIT

XXXTIV

XXXV

XXXV1I

XXXVIT

XXXVIII

XXXIX

XL

XLI

XLIT

XLITIY

XLIV

XLV

XLVI

XLVII

XLVIIT

XLIX

L

LT

LII

Need for Assisted Housing Units:

1980-1990

Typical Units Per Acre Figures Corresponding
to Each Density/Impervious Surface Ratio

Pairing

Residential Expansion Sector Summary

Major Apartment Complex Activity Summary

Type of Housing in the City of Lafayette by

Condition:

1978

Type of Housing in the City of West Lafayette

by Condition:

1978

Type of Housing in the Balance of Tippecanoe

County by Condition:

1978

Housing Conditions Survey of Lafayette Neighborhoods

Housing Conditions Survey of West Lafayette
Census Tracts

Housing Conditions Survey of the Balance of
Tippecanoe County by Township

1980 Existing Single Family House Sales

Price Distribution of Existing Single Family Houses

Sold by Sub-Area,

Building
Building
Building
Building

Building

Summary of Residential Subdivision Activity, 1970-1980,

Permits
Permits
Permits
Permits

Permits

1980
Issued:
Issued:
Issued:
Issued:

Issued:

Single Family
Duplex
Improvements
Mobile Homes

Multi-Family

For Preliminary Requests of Under 10 Lots

Summary of Residential Subdivision Activity, 1970-1980,

For Preliminary Requests of 10-24 Lots

Summary of Residential Subdivision Activity, 1970-1980,

For Preliminary Requests of 25 or more Lots

vii

PAGE
89

96

105

115

127

128

129

130

131

132

135

136

137

138

139

140

141

144

146

148






INTRODUCTION

The purpose .of the Housing Element--Volume 3 of the Com-
prehensive Plan for Tippecanoe County--is to describe and analyze
the nature and condition of our current housing stock and our
ability to afford to rent or own housing, to provide an assess-
ment of how much additional housing is going to have to be added
to that supply over the next ten years, and to establish policy
that will serve to make housing available and affordable to
all within our community, and compatible within its surroundings,
whether natural or man-made.

A brief background of previous Area Plan Commission activities
and staff reports will amply illustrate the effort that has gone
into the development of this Housing Element. The process was
initiated in July 1976 when the Area Plan Commission adopted
the set of Goals and Objectives generated by the public in the
"Plan It" process.

In February 1978 staff prepared a report on residential
subdivision activity. This report, updated in 1979 and 1981,
has provided Commissioners with an accurate assessment of sub-
division activity in the County, indicating not only what the
Commission has accomplished but also what has happened as a result
of Commission activity, vis-a-vis new housing production.

Results of the County land use survey, completed in the
Fall of 1978, provide an evaluation of residential structures
by type, condition and location.

Data generated by the’'residential land use potentials study,
begun in 1978, have been used to specify levels of development
potential within designated residential expansion areas of the
County.

In late 1980, staff compiled and circulated throughout the
community information concerning the recent surge of apartment
complex activity.

Additional staff reports have also been prepared specifically
for the Housing Element, thus establishing a supportive data base

necessary for the development of housing policies.
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Because housing policies must be responsive to the needs
of the entire community, various agencies concerned with housing
in Tippecanoe County were invited to provide input at a policy
forum held in April 1981. Policy areas have been broadly grouped
within the context of availability, affordability and compatibility.
Policies have been established to deal with:

—~adjusting zoning and subdivision regulétions to

encourage development;

-the need to maintain our housing stock and preserve
our neighborhoods;

-the provision of adequate public services and
facilities for all new housing developments;

-meeting the needs of low- and moderate-income
households; and

~clarifying the role of federal and state agencies

in the local housing market.
These policies are but an introduction to successful implementation,
designed to address our housing needs within the broad context

of comprehensive planning for Tippecanoe County.



HOUSING INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS OF THE
EXISTING HOUSING SITUATION

The purpose of this section of the Housing Element is
to provide an overview of housing facts, figures and trends,
to form a basis for determining future planning needs for
housing in Tippecanoe County. The section presents the most
recent data available on the basic characteristics of County
housing, the major indicators of housing condition, the cost
of housing and the production of housing as measured by building
permit and residential subdivision activity. Where information
is available .or appropriate to the discussion, the data has
been compared for three areas within the County: the Cities
of Lafayette and West Lafayette and the balance of the County.
Some of the data, for example housing costs, are also compared
to a larger geographic area, such as the region and nation,
to assist in identifying the special characteristics of the
County's housing. Finally, the strengths and weaknesses of
the County's housing have been summarized to provide a frame-
work for the policies and guidelines directed at correcting

pPresent problems and meeting future needs.

Housing Characteristics

Occupancy. During the past decade, the number of house—
holds has increased by nearly 26 percent, while population has
grown by only 10 percent in Tippecanoe County (see Table I).
Studies examining household formation have attributed the
growth and changing makeup of households primarily to popula-
tion growth, change in age composition, and change in marital
status. The average household size has declined over the past
two decades from 3.21 in 1960 to 2.58 in 1980 as a result of
changes in economic conditions and lifestyle, with more young
people living alone, increasing divorces, and more couples
choosing to have fewer children or none at all. The increase
in group quarter population since 1960 is probably related

to the growth of Purdue University.
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Table I

Population and Households,

Tippecanoe County: 1960-~1980

Component 1960 1970 1980
Total Population 89,122 109,378 120,525
Group Quarter Population* 9,135 12,477 16,031
Household Population 79,987 96,901 104,494
Households 24,928 32,269 40,578
Average Household Size 3.21 3.00 2.58
*Group quarters are defined by the Census Bureau as "...living

arrangements for institutional inmates or for other groups
containing five or more persons not related to the person in
charge...or if there is no person in charge, by six or more

unrelated persons."

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population:
1960, General Population Characteristics, Indiana, Final Report
PC(1)-16-B, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1961; U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970,
General Population Characteristics, Indiana, Final Report PC(1l) -
B1l6, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1971;
and, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Preliminary Counts, 1980.

Number of Housing Units. According to the 1980 Preliminary

Census counts there are a total of 42,826 housing units in all
of Tippecanoe County. This is just over 25 percent more units
than there were in 1970 (see Table II). The rate of growth,
however, has decreased in comparison to the previous decade.

In Lafayette, housing grew at about the same rate between 1960
and 1970 as it did over the past decade. The number of housing
units has more than doubled in West Lafayette since 1960. Most
of this surge occurred between 1960 and 1970 as a result of
increasing enrollment at Purdue University (an addition of

about 1,000 students per year) and growth of the city by
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Table II
Number of Housing Units in Tippecanoe County: 1960-1980

Percent Change Percent Change
Area 1960 1970 1960-~-1970 1980 1970-1980
Lafayette 13,937 15,999 14.8 18,261 14.1
W.Lafayette 3,532 6,195 75.4 7,528 21.5
Balance of
County 8,905 12,003 34.8 17,037 41.9

Total County 26,374 34,197 29.7 42,826 25.2

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Housing: 1960,
Volume 1, States and Small Areas, Indiana, Final Report HC(1l)-16,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962; U.S.
Bureau of the Census, Census of Housing: 1970, General Housing
Characteristics, Final Report HC(1l)-A-16, Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1971; and, U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Preliminary Counts, 1980.

annexation. Since 1970 most residential development in Tippecanoe
County (nearly 60 percent) has occurred in the balance of the

County, primarily on the fringes of the urban area.

Type of Housing. According to a 1978 windshield field

survey conducted by the staff of the Area Plan Commission, there
was a very similar pattern of—housing types within the County

as compared to the 1970 Census of Housing. Table III summarizes
the type of housing in Tippecanoe County by area for 1970 and
1978. Two-thirds of total County residences are single-family
units, whereas in West Lafayette the majority of residences

are multi-family. The proportion of mobile homes in the balance

of the County exceeds that of the two cities.



Table III

Percentage of Housing Types in Tippecanoe County by Area:

1970 and 1978
Lafayette |West Lafayette | Balance of Countyl|| Total County
Housing Type 1970 1978 | 1970 1978 1970 1978 1979 1978
Single family| 71.8 70.2 46.9 49.3 68.8 69.5 66.2 66.3
Multi-family 27.4 28.5 51.8 50.6 19.9 18.1 28.5 27.1
Mobile Home 0.8 1.3 1.2 * 13.3 12.4 5.3 6.7
Totals** 100.0 100.0 {100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*¥ Less than 0.1%. ‘
** Because of rounding, entries do not always sum to totals.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Housing: 1970, General
Housing Characteristics, Indiana, Final Report HC(1l)-A-16, Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1971; and, Tippecanoe County
Area Plan Commission Land Use Survey, 1978,

Tenure. The rate of home ownership in Tippecanoe County
decreased slightly from 64 percent in 1960 to 62 percent in

1970 (see Table IV). The only major change in housing tenure

Table IV

Tenure of Occupied Housing Units in Tippecanoe County:
1960 and 1970

1960 1979

Area Owner Renter Owner Renter
No. Pct. | No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Lafayette 8,583 65 4,587 35 9,933 66, 5,122 34
West Lafayette 1,938 57 |1,455 43 2,487 42 3,383 58
Balance of County 5,362 64 3,003 36 7,689 67 3,706 33
Total County 15,883 .64 | 9,045 36 20,109 62 12,211 38

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Housing: 1960,

Volume 1, States and Small Areas, Indiana, Final Report HC(1l)-16,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962; U.S. Bureau

of the Census, Census of Housing: 1970, General Housing Characteristics,
Final Report HC(1l)-A-16, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1971.
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within the County between 1960 and 1970 occurred in West Lafayette;
the percentage of home owners dropped from 57 percent in 1960

to 42 percent in 1970. Although 1980 Census data is not vet
available, there is little doubt that the predominance of home

ownership continues in Tippecanoe County.

Vacancy and Construction Activity. Although acceptable

vacancy levels vary from place to place, typically a vacancy

rate under five percent indicates that an area may be a good

market for new housing.* Tippecanoe County's net vacancy rate,

defined as wvacant units actually available for occupancy,

increased slightly from 2.6 percent in 1960 to 3.6 percent in

1970 according to the U.S. Bureau of the Census (see Table V).
Table Vv

Vacancy Status of Available Housing Units in Tippecanoe County:
1960 and 1970

1960 1970
Area No. Pct. No. Pct.
Lafayette 413 3.0 657
West Lafavyette 94 2.7 235
Balance of County 153 1.8 301 2.6

Total County 660 2.6 1,193 3.6

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Housing: 1960,
Volume 1, States and Small Areas, Indiana, Final Report HC(1)-1le,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962:; and U.S.
Bureau of the Census, Census of Housing: 1970, General Housing
Characteristics, Indiana, Final Report HC(1l)-A-16, Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1971.

*Urban Land Institute, Residential Development Handbook, Washington,
D.C.: Urban Land Institute, 1978, p. 28.




A Postal Vacancy Survey conducted in November 1980, through

an agreement between the Federal Home ILoan Bank of Indiana

and the U.S. Postal Service revealed a continued lack of avail-
able housing in the County. The rate was 2.1 percent for all
housing types, 1.5 percent for houses, 3.7 percent for apart-
ments and 0.2 percent for mobile homes.

As indicated in Table VI, 1980 vacancy levels for all
housing types, while relatively low, are the highest they have
been since 1974, except for mobile homes. Housing construction
activity, on the other hand, has declined to its lowest level
since 1974. These facts combined paint a typical picture of
a housing market somewhat depressed by current economic con-
ditions, that is, a larger than usual inventory of available
but unoccupied housing, despite a slowdown in construction
activity. That inventory is not as yet excessively large, and,
with construction activity slowed, is not likely to grow much.

However, there are some recent indications that a large
inventory of multi-family units may result from continuing
activity in that sector. As many as 2,900 new apartments,
including 586 potential subsidized units, may be at various
stages of the development process as of April 1981 based on
rezoning petitions, subdivision activity and requests for
Federal mortgage and rental subsidy assistance (see Figure I
for the location of units and Appendix A for a summary of those
units). Eleven hundred of these units, 244 with subsidy assistance,
will have been completed by late summer of this year.

The County is expected to grow at an average rate of about
700 persons per year through 1990 (see the section entitled,
"Future Housing Needs," for further details). Even if we were
to assume that as many as half of those persons opt for multi-
family living, 2,900 new apartments would exceed the County's
needs for a decade. On the average then, the County may only
need around 150 new apartments per yvear, vet we are likely
to see at least 1,500 in the next yvear or so based on current

intentions. Granted, the demand at first is likely to exceed
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150 units per year as apartment dwellers' often limited options
increase. It is possible, as well, that the additional supply
of apartments may mean a future stabilization or decline in
rents. And, it is likely that the community can absorb several
hundred subsidized units quite easily. But in the longer run,
the potential for newly built structures lying vacant or a
noticeable disinvestment in some student-oriented residential

areas in south West Lafayette may be quite real.

Federally Assisted Housing in Tippecanoe County.* 1In

Tippecanoe County there is a total of 345 units of Section 8
Existing and 50 units of Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation,
all of which are administered by the Housing Authority of the
City of Lafayette.** Lafayette has 294 units of the Section 8
Existing and all 50 units of the Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation,
while West Lafayette has 51 units of the Section 8 Existing.
Most of these two Section 8 program units contain one or two
bedrooms.

Additionally, there are 552 units of Section 8 New in the
County, including 300 units for the elderly. A total of 298
units are located in Lafayette and 254 in West Lafayette. The
majority of the New units contain one bedroom.

The Federal Housing Administration (FHA) Section 221(d4) (3)
rent supplement program has provided a total of 508 units in
the City of Lafayette, of which 298 units also have Section 8
rent subsidies. The majority of units contain one bedroom.
The FHA 236 rental housing program has supplied 808 units in
the County (716 units in Lafayette and 92 units in West Lafayette),

including 245 units of Section 8 rent subsidy. More than

* See Appendix B for a description of the various programs.
Also, it should be emphasized that all units described herein
are occupied. As indicated previously there is a total of
an additional 586 potentially subsidized units in the pipe-
line, including 317 units for which Section 8 rent subsidies
have already been obtained.

** The Housing Authorities of the Cities of Lafavette and West
Lafayette also administer Community Development Block Grant
Rehabilitation Programs.
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half of all FHA 236 units contain two bedrooms. Finally, the
FHA Section 235 Home Ownership program has provided over 400
units in the Cities of Lafayette and West Lafayette.

There are two programs sponsored by the Farmers Home
Administration (FmHA) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
which have been used to help residents in the balance of the
County obtain decent housing. Section 502 is a homeowner
program which has supplied 469 units of single-family housing
for rural households. Another FmHA program is the Section 515
rural rental housing program which has provided 36 units to
residents in Battle Ground and east of the City of Lafayette.
The existing supply of all federally assisted housing in

Tippecanoce County is shown in Table VII.

Table VII

Existing Supply of Federally-Assisted
Housing in Tippecanoe County,
April 1981%*

Total Number of Bedrooms
Type Units Eff One Two Three Four
HUD Section 8 Existing 345 31 125 140 41 8
HUD Section 8
Moderate Rehabilitation 50 3 13 24 7
HUD Section 8 New 552 0 402 110 40
FHA Section 221(d) (3) 508 0 298 170 40
FHA Section 236 808 0 252 426 99 26
FmHA Section 515 36 (Not Available)
FHA Section 235 413 (Not Available)
FmHA Section 502 469 (Mot Available)

* Units not cumulative; 221(4) (3) and 236 also contain some
Sec. 8 rent subsidy.

Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Tippecanoe
County Assisted Housing Report, April 1981; and Farmers Home
Administration, Tippecanoe County Office, April 1981.
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Housing Conditions

There is no one indicator of housing condition. Poor
housing condition is normally associated with structural and
occupancy characteristics. A summary of available data per-
taining to various external housing characteristics and specified
housing deficiencies of households is presented below as a basis

for identifying housing conditions in Tippecanoe County.

External Housing Conditions: 1978. The most recent con-

ditions data were collected in 1978, in conjunction with the
existing land use inventory of Tippecanoe County. During this
survey-cum-inventory, various external housing characteristics
were observed and the appropriate condition recorded, i.e.,

good, fair, deteriorating or dilapidated (see Appendix C for
evaluation criteria). Observation of internal housing character-
istics and interviews with occupants were not included in this
survey.

Results of the 1978 housing conditions survey of Tippecanoe
County are shown in Table VIII.* The table displays a cross-
tabulation of housing types by condition. To illustrate, the
21,234 single-family residential units classified as in good
condition represent 89.2 percent of all single-family residential
units, 65.6 percent of all housing units in good condition
and 55.6 percent of all housing units. Over eight out of ten
housing units in the County are in good condition, with the
ratio of fair units to total units not quite one out of ten.
Less than five percent of all units were classified as being
in a deteriorating condition and only one percent were con-
sidered to be dilapidated.

Most of the deteriorating and dilapidated housing, as
might be expected, consists of single family residential units.

Four out of ten deteriorating housing units are sincle family

* Results of the 1978 housing conditions survey of the Cities
of Lafayette and West Lafayette and the balance of the County
are contained in Appendix D.
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homes and better than six out of ten dilapidated housing units
are single family residences. Single family farms, representing
only four percent of all housing units, make up ten percent

of both deteriorating and dilapidated housing in the County.

A similar pattern exists with mobile homes. Not quite seven
percent of all units in the County are mobile homes; however,
over 16 percent of all deteriorating units and nearly 15 percent
of the County's dilapidated housing are mobile homes.

Figures II and III illustrate by neighborhoods in Lafayette,
1970 Census tracts in West Lafayette and townships in the
balance of the County, the percent of residential units classified
as being in good condition.* In Lafayette, neighborhoods to
the south and northeast have over 95 percent of their housing
stock in good condition. Neighborhoods along and west of the
Norfolk and Western Railroad contain the lowest percentages
of such housing. Tract 54 in West Lafayette has the lowest
percentage of housing in good condition, with Tract 51 on the
extreme north end of West Lafayette having the highest percentage
of housing in good condition.

In the balance of the County, Wea Township has the highest
percentage of housing in good condition with Randolph and
Fairfield Townships rating over 85 percent. At the other end
of the scale, only 60 to 75 percent of the units in Washington,
Union, Jackson and Lauramie Townships are in good condition.

The remaining townships fall in an intermediate range of 75 to

84 percent housing in good condition.

A Comparison of External Housing Conditions: 1960 and 1978.

The results of the 1978 Area Plan Commission survey have been
compared with data collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census
to determine if housing conditions in Tippecanoe County have

improved over time. Although the 1970 Census of Housing was

* The data is displayed in a tabular form in Appendix E bv
area and condition.
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Figure IT

Percent of Residential Units by Sub-Areas
Classified as Good in the 1978 Survey:
Lafayette and West Lafayette
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Percentage Range of:

95% or more good
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85% to 94% good

75% to 84% good

60% to 74% good
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————

Less than 60% good
Corpeorate boundary

Source: Tippecanoe County Area Plan Commission Land Use Survey, 1978

16—



Figure III

Percent of Residential Units by
Township Classified as Good in the 1978 Survey:
Balance of County

APRIL 1881

o 8 MILES
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FOUNTAIN

to 94% Good

to 84% Good

60% to 74% Good

Source: Tippecanoe County Area Plan Commission Land Use Survey, 1978.
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conducted primarily through self-enumeration and did not rate
condition of housing units, the 1960 Census of Housing did
include an assessment of housing condition. A census taker
determined the condition of the housing unit by observation,
on the basis of specified criteria related to the extent or
degree of visible defects. Units were classified in one of
three categories: sound, deteriorating or dilapidated (see
Appendix F for evaluation criteria). The Area Plan Commission
survey can be made comparable to the 1960 Census of Housing

by combining the categories of "good" and "fair" to form the
category of "sound". A direct comparison between the two
surveys, however, cannot be made because of the varying nature
of the surveys and because of the substantial growth in the number
of housing units. Yet, the percentage distribution of con-
dition does give an indication of what has happened over time
in Tippecanoe County.

A summary of the results of the 1960 and 1978 housing
condition surveys is shown in Table IX. In all areas, the
proportion of sound housing units increased, whereas the pro-
portion of deteriorating and dilapidated housing units decreased.
The increase in sound housing was better than 13 percent for
the total Couhty. While the condition of housing in Tippecanoe
County has improved rather dramatically, the cost of improve-
ments has escalated rapidly, causing housing to become more
expensive. For example, building permit data indicates that
the average cost of improvements per unit increased from $1,700
in 1960 to $5,200 in 1978.

Households with Housing Deficiencies: 1970. Although the

1970 Census of Housing did not include a rating of housing by
condition, e.g. sound, deteriorating or dilapidated, a special
tabulation of 1970 Census data on households with housing

deficiencies is available for Tippecanoe County.* All households

* This data base has been used by the Lafayette and West Lafayette
Community Development Departments to estimate the number of
households that might be expected to apply for various kinds
of housing assistance between July 1979 and June 1982,
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in the County were divided into four categories of living
conditions: owner inadequate, owner adequate, renter inadequate,
and renter adegquate. The following housing deficiencies defined
an "inadequate" living condition: households occupying units
lacking some or all plumbing facilities, and/or households
with 1.25 persons per room, and/or tenant households paying
more than 25 percent of their income for rent; or owner house-
holds occupying housing built before 1940 and valued at less
than $10,000.

As shown in Table X, 7,487 households (1,989 owner and

5,498 renter), or 23.2 percent of all occupied housing units

Table X

Deficiency and Adequacy Status of Owner- and Renter-
Occupied Housing Units in Tippecanoe County by Income Group:
1970 Housing Census

Tenure and Housing Status

Household and Owner _ Renter

Income Level Adequate Deficient Adequate Deficient

Non—elderly 13,540 1,088 5,945 4,579
Less than $5,000 1,023 125 426 3,079
$5,000-$9,999 3,777 441 2,898 1,344
Over $10,000 8,740 522 2,621 156

Elderly 4,552 901 745 919
Less than $5,000 1,779 605 203 749
$5,000-59,999 1,283 194 352 152
Over $10,000 1,490 102 190 18

Totals 18,092 1,989 6,690 5,498

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970 Census Special Tabulation

of Households with Housing Deficiencies, Housing Unit Occupancy
Characteristics: 1970 Housing Census, U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development, Sponsor, 1974.
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in Tippecanoe County, had one or more of the aforementioned
housing deficiencies in 1970. The largest portion of deficient
housing was occupied by non-elderly renter households. Although
the number of elderly renter households living in deficient
housing units was greater than those living in adequate housing
units, most elderly households were homeowners living in adequate
housing units. In the future, however, there is likely to be

an increasing proportion of elderly homeowners living in deficient
housing units as fixed incomes are reduced by inflation resulting
in a decreasing ability to pay mortgages (and in some cases

even taxes) or maintain housing units.

Housing Costs

Housing Value. The walue of housing in the_Greater

Lafayette area has followed the general upward trend of the
nation. Data from theé 1960 and 1970 Census provide the best
assessment of overall housing value and comparative costs.

As can be seen in Table XI the median value of owner occupied
housing units has increased significantly. Between 1960 and

1970 housing values in Tippecanoe County surpassed the national

Table XI

Median Housing Value of Owner Occupied Units, in Dollars

1970 1960
United States $17,130 $11,900
Indiana 13,800 10,200
Tippecanoe County 17,200 10,500
Lafayette 15,300 11,500
West Lafayette 30,200 20,400

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Housing: 1960,
Volume 1, States and Small Areas, Indiana, Final Report HC(1l)-16,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962; U.S.
Bureau of the Census, Census of Housing: 1970, General Housing
Characteristics, Final Report HC(1)-A-16, Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1971; and, U.S. Bureau of the Census
Preliminary Counts, 1980.
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MEDIAN PRICE

H

median. The value of housing in West Lafayette has also con-
sistently been almost twice as high as in Lafayette. Because
the Census data are baséd on owner estimates, there is a ten-—
dency to underestimate housing value.

More recent indicators of actual market value of housihg
come from sales data collected by the U.S. Department of Commerce.

While this only reflects the value of houses that are sold on

a national level it does provide a good picture of value changes
over time (Figure IV). The data show that over the last decade

Figure Iv
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the median price of a new single family home and an existing
single family house increased at an annual average rate of
11.7% and 9.5% respectively. The median price of a new house
went from $23,400 in 1970 to $62,900 in 1979 and that of an
existing house went from $23,000 to $55,900 during the same
time period. Unfortunately, local information on the median
price of new single family houses sold, and the number of
starts is not readily available. The local Home Builders
Association has estimated that during the summer of 1980 the
average price of a new single family home was between $50,000
and $60,000.

To provide a local perspective of how this community
compares with national trends, information from the Lafayette
Board of Realtors was made available on the average price of
existing single family homes that were sold through that or-
ganization. While this material does not represent the average

price of all existing homes sold nor does it document the

characteristics or size of those homes, it does constitute
a majority of all homes sold in the community and provides a
basis for comparison.

The data are available only since 1975, but they show
that since then the average price of an existing home has
almost doubled (Table XII). Additional detailed information
on the home prices by sub-area was ascertained for 1980 (Table
XIXI) and illustrates the difference in housing prices by
jurisdiction. The average price of existing single family
homes sold in West Lafayette ($66,054) was the highest in
the County and was 27% above the home prices in Lafayette
($48,305), with prices for the balance of the County ($54,654)
slightly higher than the County as a whole ($52,333).
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Table XIIT

Prices of Existing Single Family Homes
Sold by Jurisdiction: 1980

Number Sold Average Price*
Tippecanoe County 703 $52,333
Lafayette 433 48,305
West Lafayette 98 66,054
Balance of County 172 54,654

* Excludes exchanges and out-of-area sales

Source: 1980 4th Quarter Comparable Book, Lafayette Board
of Realtors. -

Price distributions by jurisdiction and sub-area were
also obtained (Figure V, VI, and VII). These graphically portray
differences within and between each jursidiction and sub~area.
The predominant price ranges are illustrated by the peaks in
the graphs. The greatest percentage of homes sold in Lafayette
cost between %30,000 and $40,000, with the predominant price
range in West Lafayette between $50,000 and $70,000. The price
distribution for the balance of the County shows two distinct
peaks: between $30,000 and $40,000, and between $50,000 and
$60,000. Lafayette is further divided into north and south
patterns (Figure VI). Both north and south Lafayette demonstrate
highest percentége of homes sold in the $30,000 to $40,000
range. South Lafayette has a greater percentage of homes sold
between the prices of $40,000 and $60,000, with north Lafayette
having a distinct peak between $60,000 and $70,000, and a
greater percentage of sold houses over that price than in
south Lafayette. Because of an observed preference in West
Lafayette for sales by owner, higher value homes in West

Lafayette may be underestimated in these data.
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Figure V

PRICE DISTRIBUTION OF EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY
HOUSES SOLD BY JURISDICTION,1980 *
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Figure VI

PRICE DISTRIBUTION OF EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY HOUSES
SOLD BY SUB-AREA IN LAFAYETTE AND WEST LAFAYETTE, 1980%*
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Figure VII

PRICE DISTRIBUTION OF EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY HOUSES

SOLD BY SUB-AREA IN TIPPECANOE COUNTY, 1980%*
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The balance of the County outside the two urban areas was
also divided into northern and southern portions along SR 26
to the east and the Wabash River to the west (Figure VII).
Both areas have distinct peaks between the $30,000 to $40,000
and $50,000 to $60,000 ranges, with a greater percentage of
both in the southern part of the County. The northern portion
of the County has a lower percentage of homes in those price
ranges and a greater predominance of sales over $70,000.

Comparable data on a national and regional level and
from othé%'similar Indiana communities was also obtained
(Figure VIII and Table XIV). The national average for 1980

Table XIV

Local, Regional and National Comparisons of the Average Prices Bf
Existing Single Family Houses Sold: 1975-1980 ($1,000's)

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
United States 38.8 42.2 47.9 55.5 64.2 72.7
Regions:
North Central 33.1 35.9 40.2 45,7 51.6 56.1
Northeast 71.7
South 67.7
West ‘ 104.5
Local Boards of ‘
Realtors:
Lafayette 26.9 30.3 34.3 38.3 44 .6 50.7
Indianapolis ' 34.1 36.4 ~ 39.9 45.5 49,2 54.7
South Bend 36.9 40.1
Southern Indiana 40.1
Evansville . 45.0
Muncie , , , 40.3

Source: Lafayette Board of Realtors, National Association of
Realtors, and respective Boards of Realtors.

($72,700) was 43% higher than the average price in Tippecanoe
County. Note the exceptionally high housing prices in the
Western region of the United States. The North Central region
of the United States, which includes the state of Indiana has

the lowest average price of housing of all regions ($56,100).
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Figure VIII

LOCAL, REGIONAL AND NATIONAL COMPARISONS OF THE
AVERAGE PRICE OF EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY HOUSES SOLD
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which is slightly higher than prices in this community. However,
the percent increase in the price of existing homes in Tippecanoe
County has risen more sharply since 1975 than has the North
Central region (188% and 169% respectively). Information

from other Indiana communities shows that the average price

of existing houses sold through the Lafayette Board of Realtors
is higher than those sold in Muncie, Evansville, Southern
Indiana, and South Bend, and only slightly below that of Metro-
politan Indianapolis. Again, the percent increase in house
prices in this community since 1975 has been greater than the
percent increase in Metropolitan Indianapolis (188% and 160%

respectively).

Housing Affordability. With increased housing prices and

current personal income levels there is a growing concern that
home ownership is becoming less affordable for many people
throughout the nation. No single measure exists which provides
a true picture of affordability, however, a perspective can

be obtained by assessing results of numerous techniques.
Initial evaluations usually compare changes in the price of
housing to changes in a family's income. Figure IX compares
the percent change of three different indicators: the median
price of a new single family house sold from 1965 to 1978, estimated
selling price of houses which are the same with respect to ten
quality characteristics of houses sold in 1974 (Adjusted House
Price),* and median family income. The data show that from
1965 to 1975 the three indicators increase at about the same
rate, with median family income above the housing prices for
many years. However, since 1975 the increase in family income

has been less than the increase in sales prices. The adjusted

* The ten characteristics are floor area, number of stories,
number of bathrooms, air conditioning, type of parking facility,
type of foundation, geographic region, metropolitan area
location, presence of fireplace, and size of lot. These
adjustments do not attempt to estimate variations over time
in the quality of workmanship, materials, and mechanical
equipment.
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PERCENT CHANGE

Figure IX

National House Prices and Family Income
(1967 = 100)
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Sgurce: Federa} Rgserve Bank of Kansas City, "The Affordabiiitjw
Of Home Ownership in the 1970's," Economic Review (September—-
October, 1980): p. 18. )

house price indicates that the increase in house prices from

1975 to 1978 may be closer to the increase in income than might

be indicated by the median house price. )
Median family income can also be compared to the home

ownership component of the Consumer Price ihdex, a widely

used measure of the overall cost of owning a house, which

includes the purchase price, financing, taxes, insurance,

maintenance and repairs. As shown in Figure X, the home

ownership component and median family income are even closer
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PERCENT CHANGE

Figure X

National Home Ownership Costs, Residential Rent,
and Family Income: 1965-1980
(1967 = 100)
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Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City, "The Affordability
of Home Ownership in the 1970's," Economic Review (September-
October, 1980): p.: 20.

together than the data illustrated in Figure IX indicates,
even between 1975 and 1978. The additional index, shown in
Figure X, is the residential rent component, which provides
an interesting cost comparison for an alternative type of
shelter.

Affordability can also be approached in another slightly
different way and broken down into two components: the down
payment and then usually the monthly repayment of a mortgage.
The ability for a family or person to afford either may be
very different. The total weaith or net worth of potential

homeowners is the prime determinant in their ability to afford
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the down payment, whereas it is the buyer's income that is used
in calculating the monthly payments. As may be expected this
creates a far greater problem for first time home buyers than
for repurchasers (Table XV), who can use the equity from their

existing house toward the down payment.

Table XV

Economic Profile of First Time & Repeat Home Buyers, 1979

First Time Repurchasers
Median Household Income 25,730 28,800
Median Household Net Worth 22,620 61,460
Source: Homeownership: Coping with Inflation, U.S. League

of Saving Assoc. 1980.

With changes occurring in household size and composition
there is an increasing percentage of homeowners having two
incomes and no dependents. For this changing market "a better
measure of affordability of houses may be a comparison of
home prices and per capita income."* Here again, the data
shows even a greater parity between costs and income. Between
1960 and 1979 the U.S. median sales price of a new single
family house increased 406% (from $15,500 to $67,900) compared
with a 414% increase in per capita income (from $2,100 to $8,700).

Prior to 1969, income, however measured, had been
rising faster than the cost of constructing new
homes. From 1949 to 1969 income per household rose
128%, income per capita rose 148%, while home prices
rose only 50%. Despite the recent run-up in home
prices, in 1979 these prices were still lower
relative to income than in 1959 or 1949, *%*

* PFederal Reserve Bank of Chicago, "Cyclical Downturn in Housing,"
Economitt Perspectives. (May-June 1980): p. 9

** Tbid., p. 9
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However, recent increases in the cost of purchasing a home have
outstripped income and the percent of families that can afford
to purchase a home has decreased in the last decade.

Because local data is limited, a similar affordability
analysis is not possible. However, the data that are avail~
able do allow for some comparisons and for some basic evalu-
ation. The median family income in Tippecanoe County has
historically been slightly above the national median (see
Table XVI). However, since 1978 the national median income
has increased at a greater rate and now surpasses the local
median income. Another measure of income is "Effective Buying
Income" which is basically income minus taxes (Table XVII).
This data shows a slightly different relationship between
Tippecanoe County and the nation, with the historical relation-
ship being the same but with Tippecanoe County retaining its
slight advantage over the nation. Measured by per capita
income (Table XVIII), Tippecanoe County is below the national
average. However the overall percent increase between 1959
and 1979 is greater for this community than for the nation

(426% and 414% respectively).

Table XVI
Median Family Income ($1000's)

1980 1979 1978 1977 1976 1975 1970 1965 196

0
U.S. 21.8 19.7 17.6 16.0 15.0 13.7 9.9 6.9 5.7
Tipp.Co. 19.9 18.4 17.3 16.1 15.1 13.3 10.1 6.9 5.4
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
Economic and Market Analysis Division, "1969 and Estimated
1975-1980 Decile Distribution of Family Income:" and U.S. Bureau

of the Census, General Population Characteristics, Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1971.
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Table XVII
Median Household Effective Buying Income ($1000's)

1979 1978 1977 1976 1975 1974 1973
U.s. 17.9 16.2 15.0 13.8 12.8 11.9 9.5
Indiana 19.1 17.3 15.9 14.3 13.3 12.6 9.7
Tipp.Co. 18.1 16.6 15.3 13.7 13.1 12.2 10.0

Source: Sales and Marketing Management, Survey of Effective Buying
Power, 1973-1980.

Table XVIII
Per Capita Income ($1000°'s)

1979 1978 1977 1976 1969 1965 1959

U.s. 8.7 7.8 7.0 6.4 3.7 2.1
Regional (Great Lakes) 9.1 8.2 7.4 6.7

Indiana 8.7 7.7 6.9 6.2 3.6 2.8 2.1
Tippecanoe County 8.1 7.2 6.4 5.7 3.4 2.8 1.9
Source: . U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis,

Survey of Current Business, April 1980.

Combining this information on income with the data available
on the average price of existing single family homes sold
(see previous section on Housing Value), some analysis of home
ownership affordability in Tippecanoe County can be made. A
comparison of the percent change in the price of existing
single family homes sold in Tippecanoe County and the change
in the median family income (Figure XI) shows that since 1976
the percent increase in existing house prices is greater than
the percent increase in median family income. However, without
data prior to 1975 no historical perspective can be obtained
and no other indications of affordability can be made. A

similar historical caveat applies to the per capita income
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Figure XI
Changes in House Prices and Family Income

Tippecanoe County: 1975-1980
(1975 = 100)
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Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economid
Analysis; Survey of Current Business, April- 1980; U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, Economic and
Marketing Analysis Division; and, Lafayette Board of Realtors.

data, however, it is noteworthy that the percent increases
between per capita income and house prices are closer than
when compared with median family income.

An additional method of indicating affordability is to
calculate what a family earning the median income could afford
with conventional mortgage financing. The data in Tables
XIX and XX assume a 20% downpayment and a 30 year mortgage.

The data readily illustrate that a family earning the median
income in 1975 could generally afford a house that cost $44,200,

which was 60% above the actual selling price of the average
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single family house ($20,900). It is not until 1980 that the
average price of a home exceeds that which is affordable on

the median family income. Thus while median family income
increased 150% from 1975 to 1980, the average price of an existing
single family home increased 188%, and the income required

to purchase that house went up 270% (from $8,544 to $23,088).
These data can be compared to similar national averages (Table
XX) , which tends to reaffirm earlier indications that home
ownership in this community is more affordable than for the

nation as a whole.

Over the last two decades the cost of homeownership has
risen more rapidly than the rate of inflation, been in greater
parity with per capita income and, within the last few years,
risen faster than median family income. However, the total
costs of owning a home, as measured by the home ownership
component of the Consumer Price Index, have grown at approxi-
mately the same rate as median family income. Still the pro-
portion of income spent on housing is increasing and many are
finding it necessary to make some readjustments in their family
budgets to afford it. The presence of a second income in many
households is a major factor in making such readjustments
possible. Yet first time buyers, with little accumulated
wealth, will likely experience greater difficulty in affording
homeownership.

While income in this community trails the national average
and the percent of increase in income required to purchase the
existing single family home in Tippecanoe County is greater than
the national average, the difference in the absolute costs
is significant. Thus, income required to purchase the average-
priced existing single family house in this community is still

24% below the national average.

Rental Costs. The median gross monthly rent for Tippecanoe

County's 11,485 specified renter occupied units in 1970 was
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$116.* This was about seven percent higher than the national
median of $108. Rental costs for the City of Lafayette in

1970 were nearly the same as the national figure with a median
gross monthly rent of $107. However, the median gross monthly
rent for the City of West Lafayette was $160 in 1970, 48 percent
higher than the national median.

Surveys of current rental costs indicate that there has
been a rather substantial if not unexpeéted increase since
1970. The City of Lafayette Housing Authority collected rent
data from November 1980 through January 1981. Median contract
rents ranged from about $185 per month for a one bedroom unit
to $325 per month for a three bedroom unit. The Dean of Students
Office at Purdue University provides a listing of available
rental units in the Greater Lafayette area that is updated with
new listings every three days. An April 1981 listing revealed
that average contract rents ranged from $180 per month for a
one bedroom unit to $322 per month for a four bedroom unit.

Rent data is most relevant when correlated with the ability
of people to rent adequate housing within the limits of their
personal income. According to recent Census data (Current
Housing Report), while rental costs in the United States have
increased between 1970 and 1978 by over 85 percent, renter
incomes have lagged behind with an increase of only 49 percent.
Similar trends have been noted within specified areas of the
nation, with the North Central region showing nearly a 74 per-
cent increase in rent and a 40 percent increase in the income
of renters between 1970 and 1978 (see Table XXI). Based on
these national and regional trends it is estimated that rental
costs in Tippecanoce County averaged between $201 and $215 in
1978. Renter income was estimated to range between $8,500
and $9,100.

* Specified renter occupied, as defined by the U.S. Census
Bureau, excludes one-family homes on 10 acres or more.
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Table XXI

Median Gross Monthly Rent and Median Family Income
of Renter-Occupied Housing Units for Selected Areas:

1970-1978
" Rent Income

Area 1970 1978 % Change | 1970 1978 % Change
United States $108 $200 85.2 $6,300 $ 9,400 49,2
North Central

Region $110 s191 73.6 $7,700 $ 9,400 40,3
SMSA's $115 $211 83.5 $6,700 S 9,700 44.8
Center Cities

in SMSA's $107 s$192 79.4 - $6,100 $ 8,700 42.6
Outside Center

Cities in -

SMSA's $130 $235 80.8 $7,700 $11,400 48.1
Tippecanoe

County* $116 S$201- 73.6- $6,100 S 8,558~ 40.3-

215 85.2 9,101 49.2

* Bstimated for 1978

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Current Housing Report, Series H-150-78, Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1980; and Tippecanoe County Area
Plan Commission Staff, 1981.

According to commonly accepted standards used in calculating
household budgets and in govefnment housing assistance programs,
a household should not pay more than one-quarter of its gross
income for rent. It is clear from the data that rental housing
has become less affordable. In 1970 the median household income
of a renter-occupied unit in Tippecanoe County was $6,100.

The median household could, therefore, spend $127 per month

gross rent when the actual median rent per month was only

$116. It has been estimated that in 1978 a renter household
earning the median income could afford to pay somewhere between
$178 and $190 per month for rent (based on 25 percent of the
estimated median renter household income), whereas the actual rents

have been estimated to range between $201 and $215 (see Table XXII).
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Table XXII

Affordability of Rental Housing
in Tippecanoe County: 1970-1978

25% of Median

X

Median Income Median Rent Income
1970 $6,100 $116 $127
1978%* $8,558-$9,101 $201-$215 $178-5190

*¥ 1978 data estimated from national and regional trends.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Housing: 1970,
Metropolitan Housing Characteristics: Lafayette-West Lafayette,
Indiana, Final Report HC(2)-94, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1972; and Tippecanoe County Area Plan Commission
Staff, 1981. -

Of the 10,644 local renter households for which rent/income
ratios were calculated in 1970, 46 percent paid more than 25
percent of their income for rent and 32 percent of all renter
households had the burden of paying more than 35 percent of their
income for rent. In fact the share of income paid for rent varied
enormously with income bracket. Thus, among very low income
families, those earning less than $5,000 a year, 89 percent
paid over 25 percent of their gross income for rent and 72
percent more than 35 percent; while in the next income bracket,
$5,000 to $7,000 per year, 33 percent paid over 25 percent and
8 percent over 35 percent of their income for rent. However,
among higher income families earning over $10,000 a year, the
share devoting over one-quarter of their income to rent declined
dramatically to less than one percent. Households paying an
excessive share of their income for rent were almost exclusively
low and moderate income, with earnings of less than $10,000
per year.

Based on rental costs by income bracket in 1970 in Tippe-
canoe County and what is known about rental trends nationwide,

rental housing is even less affordable to low and moderate
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income families today than it was in 1970. A high fraction

of Tippecanoe County's rental housing was occupied by low
income households in 1970; over 42 percent of all renters had
annual incomes less than $5,000. In 1978 the national median
annual income among renter households was $9,400, or only 55
percent of the $17,000 median among those who own their own
homes. Over time the capacity of renters to pay higher amounts
for rent has not risen as much as the capacity of homeowners

to pay higher amounts for ownership, even though the value of

owner-occupied housing increased faster than rental costs.

Residential Building Activity

Studies of both buildino permits and subdivision activity
have been used to analyze residential building activity in the
County. Building permits issued show the number and the estimated
construction value of residential units and indicate trends
in housing development. The subdivision analysis provides
an assessment of residential subdivision activity in recent
years, comparing Area Plan Commission accomplishments wiﬁh

actual new housing activity.

Building Permit Data, 1965-1980.* Building permit data

can provide an indication of housing activity; however, several
points need to be clarified. Prior to 1965, the City of Lafayette
was the only jurisdiction within Tippecanoe County which issued
building permits. No records exist in West Lafayette or the
balance of the County of builainq permits being issued prior

to 1965. Using building permits as a measure of housing growth
must be cautioned because there is not necessarily a one-to-one
correspondence between permits issued and structures subsequently
built. Also, building permits issued for mobile homes in many
instances indicate moving a mobile home from one location to
another and not a net gain in the number of such housing units.

Information concerning the construction value listed on the

* See Appendix H for a summary of building permit data.
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permit cannot be equated with the actual selling price of the
completed unit. In addition, the methods used to document

the number of multi-family building permits issued has varied
considerably within and between jurisdictions. In some cases
the number of units was recorded, sometimes the number of buildings,
and at other times just the number of permits was recorded.
Thus there is no adequate means of describing multi-family
building activity over time. But within the above limits,
building permit data still provides a meaningful measure of
where and how much building activity is taking place within the
County.

Local building permit information has been obtained from
the City Engineers' Offices in both West Lafayette and Lafayette,
the Tippecanoe County Building Commissioner, and the Area Plan
Commission offices. The permit.data have been examined and
divided into two categories: new residences (single family,
duplex, mobile home, and multi-family units) and improvements
to residential structures.

The data indicate that single family dwelling units are
the most prevalent new housing type in Tippecanoe County (Figure
XIT) and that recently the majority of single family homes
have been constructed outside the two cities (Figure XIII).
That activity peaked in 1975. Over the next four years there
was a gradual decline in the number of building permits issued
for single family homes in the County with a sharp decrease
in 1980.

In Lafayette, on the other hand, a gradually increasing
number of building permits were issued for single family homes
from 1965 through 1980, followed by a period of decline.

West Lafayette has issued a stable number of building permits
for single family homes throughout the last 15 years, although
1979 and 1980 show a somewhat lower number of permits issued
than for the previous four years.

Single family building permits in all of Tippecanoe County
have been on a decline since 1977 and have dropped considerably
since 1979. The number of building permits issued in 1980

is the lowest since 1970.
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Figure XII

Building Permits Issued in Tippecanoe County:
1960-1980
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Figure XIII

Single Family Building Permits Issued
by Sub-Area in Tippecanoe County:

NUMBER OF BUILDING PERMITS
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The number of building permits issued for duplex units
in Tippecanoe County is approximately one-tenth the number for
single family homes. However, duplexes have increased from
no building permits issued in 1960 and 1965 to an average of
40 units a yvear since 1975. Permits for duplexes are now
most prevalent in the balance of the County, with virtually
none in West Lafayette. Between the years of 1970 and 1975
Lafayette had the largest number of building permits issued
for duplex units.

Building permits for mobile homes have only been issued
outside the two cities. The annual totals range from none in
1965 to a recent relatively stable average of 55 units per
year.

Because of the aforementioned problem of inctonsistent
documentation with regard to the number of permits issued for
multi-family units, there is no adequate measure of describing
such activity over time. West Lafayette has been consistent
within itself, recording the multi-family building permits
issued by number of units. There has not been a steady growth
in the number of building permits issued for multi-family struc-
tures. However, the number has risen from none in 1974 and
1976 to a high of 18 in 1980, while the number of units granted
building permits has fluctuated greatly from none in 1974
and 1976 to a high of 567 in 1980. Over the last four years
permits have been issued for a total of 1,131 new multi-family

units in West Lafayette.

Table XXITI
Multi-family Building Activity in West Lafayette

O (o)) o0~ . w T} <3t ™ N o~ o [e2) (e 0] ™~ u
[e0] r~ ~ I~ ™~ ~ ~ ~ I~ I~ ™~ \O O O O
(o)) [0)) (o) TN @) (o)} [0)Y [e) N Oy O ()} (@)Y (o)) [0)} (o))
i B - o o = o o= =+ — —
# of Permits 18 14 17 8 —- --1 3 1 2 5 4 6 4
# of Units 567 119 78 376 -- 42 —-- 8 32 20 54 40 160 231 174

Source: West Lafayette City Engineer's Office.
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Permits issued for home improvements throughout the County
have gradually increased in number since 1965, with a consider-
able increase between 1978 and 1980 (Figure XIV). Lafayette
has issued the highest number of permits for improvements in
the twenty year period and has done so at a rather stable rate.
Permits for home improvements issued in West Lafayette have
increased over a fifteen year period but at a very slow rate.
Between 1977 and 1979 there was a slight increase in the number
of permits, with a subsequent decrease in 1980. There has been
a continual increase in home improvement building permits
issued in the balance of the County. This jurisdiction showed
a notable increase in 1979 and 1980 almost equalling the number
of permits issued for improvements in Lafayette.

While single family home construction has always accounted
for the lion's share of permits issued, duplexes and mobile hoﬁés
have become a fixture in the community over the past twenty
years (Table XXIV). Mobile homes appear to be rather well

Table XXIV

Percent Distribution of Building Permits by Housing Type*

1960-1980

Single Mobile Total #
Year Family . Duplex Homes of Units
1960 100% 0% 0% 242
1965 100 0 0 208
1970 77 3 20 398
1975 84 6 10 582
1976 82 9 9 564
1977 84 4 12 571
1978 81 10 10 557
1979 82 9 9 532
1980 79 7 14 335

* Excludes multi-family units
Source: Lafayette and West Lafayette City Engineers’ Offices,

Tippecanoe County Building Commissioner and Tippecanoe County
Area Plan Commission Offices.
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Figure XIV

Number of Improvement Building Permits Issued
by Sub-Area in Tippecanoe County
1960-1980
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established as a housing type, accounting for nine to fourteen
percent of permits issued in recent years. However, given

the previous caveat about mobile home building permits it is
difficult to assess the real net gains in the number of mobile
homes. Duplexes on the other hand appear to be increasing as
a percentage of the total number of building permits issued
for units, but at a very slow rate, somewhat lower than mobile
homes.

To provide a broader perspective a comparison of the
percent change in the number of building permits issued from
1975 through 1979 was conducted for Tippecanoe County, Indiana,
and the nation (Figure XV). In Tippecanoe County the percent
change in the number of permits issued rose considerably from
1975 to 1977 and 1978 and dropped in 1979. Nationally, the
increase was greater and the parallel drop in 1979 was not as
great. U.S. and Indiana building activity peaked in 1977
whereas locally, activity peaked in 1978.

The estimated value of construction has, of course, increased
from 1960 to 1980 for all types of housing units in Tippecanoe
County (Figure XVI). Duplex units have seen the highest rise.
Mobile home units have had the slighest increase amongst all
housing types since 1965. Single family structures have always
been the most expensive type of housing in Tippecanoe County,
and have experienced a steady increase in the average construction
value per unit since 1970. The value per unit for duplexes has
risen to about one-half the value per single family unit since
the early 1970's. The value per mobile home unit has remained
at about one-half the value of a duplex unit.

The average value of construction for single family and
duplex units has typically been highest in West Lafayette
(see Figure XVII). However, the average permit value in Lafayette
has risen dramatically since 1977 and surpassed the balance
of the County in 1979 and surpassed West Lafayette in 1980.
Single family home permit values in the balance of the County
have historically been between Lafayette and West Lafayette,
but are presently (1980) the lowest of all jurisdictions.
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Figure XVT

Estimated Average Building Permit Value Per Unit,
Tippecanoe County:

1960-1980
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% Annual Increase
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Single family 14.3
Duplex 29.5
Mobile Homes 9.1
Total County 14.9
Improvements 17.1

Source: Lafayette and West Lafayette City Engineers' Office; Tippecanoe
County Building Commissioner and Tippecanoe County Area Plan

Commission Office
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Figure XVII
Estimated Average Building Permit Value

Per Single Family Unit:
1960-1980
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Source: Lafayette and West Lafayette City Engineers' Office; Tippecanoe
County Building Commissioner and Tippecanoe County Area Plan
Commission Office
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The average estimated construction value of housing units
for all of Tippecanoe County has increased at an annual rate
of 14.9 percent since 1965. Average value of mobile homes
has increased least of all housing types at an annual rate
of 9.1 percent. Although the average value of single family
homes is much higher, the annual percent increase (14.3%)
is not as great as for other types of housing. Since duplexes
have become a competitive housing source, their annual percent
increase (29.5%) is considerably higher than the rate for
single family houses. The average value per unit, however,
is still about one-half that of single family units.

The estimated cost of improvements has also risen in the
last decade at an annual rate of 17.1%, which is somewhat higher
than the 14.3% annual rate of increase in the construction
value for new single family units. The value of improvements
in 1978 and 1979 was approximately the same as the average
value of a mobile home. However, the estimated permit value
for mobile homes increased in 1980 whereas the cost of improve-
ments was approximately the same in 1980 as in 1979.

In order to compare the estimated construction value of
housing locally with national figures, the percent change in
the average building permit value per unit for single family
homes issued in all of Tippecanoe County was compared with
the percent change in the national average selling price for
new homes (Table XXV).

From 1965 to 1980 the change in the local average building
permit value for single family homes rose 156% whereas the
change in the national average selling price for new homes
rose considerably faster at 255%. The estimated construction
value of single family homes derived from building permits
is increasing locally, although at a much slower rate than

the national average selling price of new single family homes.
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Table XXV

Percent Change in the Average Single Family Building Permit
Values in Tippecanoe County vs. Percent Change in
the National Average Selling Price of New Homes: 1965-1980

Average Permit National Average
Value Per Unit Selling Price of
for Single Cumulative New Single Cumulative
Family Homes Change Family Homes Change
1965 $19,800 0% $21,500 0%
1970 20,600 6 26,600 24
1975 28,600 47 42,600 98
1976 32,600 67 48,000 123
1977 37,300 91 54,200 152
1978 41,300 112 62,500 191
1979 45,000 131 71,800 234
1980 50,000 156 76,300 - 255

Source: Local Building Permit Issuing Offices, and lMational
Association of Realtors.

Residential Subdivision Activity, 1970~-1980. The information

reported here covers all residential subdivision activity
initiated under the recently replaced ("01d") Subdivision
Control Ordinance from January 1970 through May 1980, when the
("New") Unified Subdivision Ordinance took effect. The focus,
then, is specifically on all subdivision reguests granted pre-
liminary approval over the course of those ten-plus years, and
all requests for final approval subsequently generated by these
preliminary approvals.

Under the rules of this former Subdivision Control Ordinance,
a subdivider was required to successfully complete a two-stage
approval process before the Area Plan Commission in order to
be eligible to record a valid plat of newly created lots; that
is, the subdivider needed to obtain "preliminary" and "final"
plat approval. If not specifically extended, the Area Plan
Commission's grant of preliminary plat approval expired two

vears from the date of its action, unless, of course, final
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approval had been obtained. However, a plat granted final
approval could not lapse. The "old" ordinance did not cover
the creation of new lots five acres or more in area.

For reasons of time constraint, relevance and comparability,

the following were excluded from this analysis:

-all lots five or more acres in area;

~those subdivisions granted preliminary and final
approval prior to January 1970;

-those subdivisions granted final approval after
January 1970 resulting from preliminary approvals
grénted prior to 1970;

-all subdivisions processed under the recently enacted
Unified Subdivision Ordinance, with its markedly
different approval procedures; and :

-all lots created through planned development
procedures.

The data used were assembled from four sources: the subdivision
files of the Tippecanoe County Area Plan Commission, and the
building permit records of Tippecanoe County and the Cities

of Lafayette and West Lafayette. The building permit records
were examined for evidence of permits issued for those sub-
division lots included in the eleven year period ending

December 31, 1980.

The following text, tables and figures are descriptive of

the analyses performed in the following areas:

-a general summary of overall subdivision activity
over the eleven-year period, with additional
information indicating distinctions in various
characteristics pertaining to three subdivision
size categories; and

-a determination of the location and approximate
density of all currently "active" lots within those
subdivisions included in the data. ("Active" is
defined here as meaning capable of being developed
but lacking either a building permit, or final

subdivision approval and a building permit.)
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The data presented in this section give us a fairly clear
indication of the relationship between the accomplishments
of the Area Plan Commission with regard to subdivision activity
and the amount of new housing construction that may have resulted.
The accompanying table and figure have been set up specifically
to portray this chain of events. Using the first line (1970)
on Table XXVI as an example, the material should be read and
interpreted as follows:
-In 1970 the Area Plan Commission granted preliminary
approval for ten subdivisions containing 364 lots.
-Subsequently - and not necessarily all in 1970 -
subdividers requested and received final approval
from the Area Plan Commission for 305 of these
364 lots.
~Preliminary approval for the remaining 59 lots
(364~305=59) expired for lack of subdividers'
requests for final approval within the two-year
time frame established in the Subdivision Control
Ordinance. Obviously, none of these lots is still
eligible for final approval, having received
preliminary approval some eleven years ago.
—=0f the 305 "finalized" lots, 295 have been issued
a building permit over the course of the years, and
two lots contained a dwelling unit at the time of
subdivision. In a very broad éense, the reader may
interpret this as meaning that as many as 297 lots

may have been constructed upon (295+2=297). A

systematic analysis of the relationship between

the issuance of permits and the actual incidence

of construction has not been performed, nor has there
been an opportunity to count actual units. However
it is probably safe to assume something slightly

less than a one-to-one correspondence between per-
mits issued and units built. Thus 297 must be seen
as an upper limit, the actual number being undeter-

mined but doubtless under 297.
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-0f the 305 "finalized"™ lots, 8 (305-297=8) have
neither been issued a building permit nor contained
a dwelling unit at the time of subdivision. A
broad interpretation would be that at least 8 lots
are still "active"™, that is, undeveloped. The
true number of active lots remaining from 1970
preliminary approvals would actually be the 8
for which no permits have as yet been issued,
plus the undetermined number of lots for which
permits have been issued which have not (as yet)
resulted in construction.

These data are further analyzed in Figure XVIII. The

corresponding (1970) data would be interpreted as follows:

-A relatively high percentage (83.8 percent) of
those lots granted preliminary approval "came
back" and received final approval.

-A very high percentage (97.4 percent) of "finalized"
lots were issued building permits (or had pre-
existing units).

-Better than 4/5 (81.6 percent) of all lots granted
preliminary approval were issued permits (or again,
had pre-existing units).

-The bar graph clearly indicates that 1970 was a
very "successful" year for subdivision activity
in that unusually high ratios of permits issued
to lots approved were achieved.

The data portrayed in Table XXVI and Figure XVIII provide

the following basic information:
1. Over the eleven-year period covered, the Area Plan Com-
mission has granted preliminary approval to 158 subdivisions

consisting of 8,117 lots.

2. The current status of these 8,117 lots is:
~-final approval granted subsequent
to subdividers' requests 3,119 38.4%
-preliminary approval expired for
lack of subsequent requests 3,112 38.3%
-still eligible for final approval
pending requests 1,886 23.2%
totals 8,117 100.0%
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The following activity can be attributed to the 3,119

finalized lots:

building permits issued 9,855 59.5%
pre—-existing units "~ 38 1.2%
~developed or potentially developed 1,893 60.7%
-no building permit issued 1,226 39.3%
totals 3,119 100.0%

Thus as many as 1,893 of the subdivided lots may have

been developed to date. This represents 23.3 percent

of all lots granted preliminary approval during the period
1970-1980. The number of lots actually developed is
doubtless less than 1,893, which would be reflected in

a proportionally lower percentage rate.

About 38.3 percent of the 8,117 lots granted preliminary

approval remain "active". These lots fall into two
categories: )
~finalized lots for which no
building permit has been issued 1,226 15.1%
-lots still eligible for final
approval pending requests 1,886 23.2%
totals 3,112 38.3%

Based on the number of lots granted preliminary approval,

a cyclic activity pattern can be discerned, with peaks

in 1971 through 1973, and 1976 through 1978, and valleys

in 1974 and 1975, and 1979 and 1980. The period 1974-1975
was marked by an economic downturn, perhaps compounded
locally by a period of administrative turmoil within the
Area Plan Commission. The 1979-1980 period, also economically
difficult years in the housing industry, was additionally
marked by anticipation of the somewhat delayed adoption

of the new Unified Subdivision Ordinance. No new appli-
cations for preliminary approval, under the former ordinance,
have been filed since May 1980. Significantly, nearly
three-fourths of the 519 lots granted preliminary approval

in 1980 resulted from a court order requiring the Area

Plan Commission to approve an apparently deficient plat

of 377 lots first filed in 1974. (Excluding these 377

lots, indicative of 1974 rather than 1980 conditions,

and including "sketch plan approvals" from May through
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December 1980--the roughly equivalent procedure under

the current ordinance--activity for the entire year of

1980 works out to about 26 requests for a total of 742
single family and duplex lots, still somewhat sub-par.)
Periods of peak activity tend to be deceiving, however,
when one notes the number of lots which have expired for
lack of finél approval within two years of preliminary
approval. The disturbingly high rate of expiration typical
of the period 1971 through 1973 (66.3 percent) could well
be duplicated for the years 1976 through 1980, should
preliminary approval of large numbers of lots lapse for
lack of timely requests for final approval.

Figure XVIII indicates an unpredictability with regard

to the ratios, over the eleven-year period, of lots granted
final approval to lots granted preliminary approval. These
ratios were highest in 1974 and 1975. Again, it will be
several years before meaningful figures can be assembled
for the period beginning in 1976 because of the high

number of lots still eligible for final approval.

The discernible downward trend over time in the ratio of
building permits issued to lots granted final approval

is both logical and predictable: the longer a subdivision
has been in existence, the more likely it is that its

lots have been developed.

Looking at the ratio of permits issued to lots granted
preliminary approval--that is, the "success ratio" relating
Area Plan Commission approval activity to actual housing
development--one gets the impression that in relatively
lean years only the subdivider with definite plans for
development seeks to initiate the platting process. In
1970, 1974 and 1975 only 364, 142 and 202 lots were granted
preliminary approval respectively, with 81.6, 67.6, and
92.1 percent of them ultimately receiving building permits.
The more optimistic and active years seem to bring on

speculative subdivision, which more often than not results
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in no development: "success ratios" for 1971 through 1973
and 1976 through 1978 range from only 4.6 to 41.0 percent.
Note that the 15.3 percent ratio for 1979--a lean year
also lacking the advantage of elapsed time--is already
considerably higher than the 4.6 percent ratio for 1978,
and even the 14.8 percent ratio for 1976, two active
years.
The data presented in Table XXVI and Figure XVIII have
been disaggregated into subdivision size categories in Appendix I:
small subdivisions (2-9 lots), mid-sized subdivisions (10-24
lots), and large subdivisions (25 or more lots). The format
used in these tables and figures in Appendix I is identical
to that used in Table XXVI and Figure XVIII and they should be
interpreted in the manner described above. B
Having analyzed and summarized subdivision activity over
the eleven-year period and the approximate extent of new housing
development that may have been generated by Area Plan Commission
actions, what remains is a discussion of the characteristics
of those lots still having potential for development, that is,
the "active" lots. As previously noted, there are two categories
of active subdivision lots:
~those lots granted final subdivision approval,
but for which no building permits have as yet been
issued, and,
-those lots granted preliminary approval which are
still eligible for final approval, pending sub-
dividers' requests.
There are 1,226 lots in the former category, 1,886 in the
latter, 3,112 lots in all. (The reader is reminded that this
is a conservative figure, which assumes a one-to-one correlation
between permits issued and units built, which is in fact an
overestimate.)
Table XXVII and Figure XIX provide a listing of all sub-
divisions granted preliminary approval in the period 1970-1980
still having active lots, and a graphic presentation of their

location.
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Table XXVII

"Active" Subdivisions Granted Preliminary Approval

-65-

1970-1980
No. of Lots No. of Lots
Map Granted Final Still Eligible
Key Approval, But For Final
No. Name of Subdivision Location . No.B.P. Issued . Approval
1 ALMA W. Laf. 1 -
2 BANES Perry 5 -
3 BAR BARRY HTS. W. Laf. 2 -
4 BECK LANE COURT Fairfield 1 -
5 BEN LA DEL ESTATES Washington 14 -
6 BIERY M.H. Wabash 1 -
7 BJORKENHOLM EST. Tippecanoe 2 -
8 BRADY ESTATES Wea 2 -
9 CAMELOT Fairfield 17 -
10 CAPILANO ESTATES Wabash 41 -
11 CAPITLANO HIGHLANDS Wabash 7 -
12 CASTLE ESTATES Wabash 4 -
13 CEDAR HOLLOW Wabash 7 -
14 CEDAR RIDGE ESTATES Fairfield 7 -
115 CLYMER Tippecanoe 1 -
16 CONNELLY ACRES Washington 1 -
17 CROXTON WOQODS Fairfield 17 -
18 DAYTON PLACE Dayton 7 -
19 DEARDORYT ESTATES Union 17 -
20 EASTBROOK Washington 23 -
21 ECKMAN REPLAT Fairfield 4 -
22  ELVERNAN Shelby 1 -
23 FINK MEADOWS Lafayette 45 -
24 FOUR ACRES Perry 3 -
25 G&L Wabash 2 -
26 GOLF COURSE VILLAGE Tippecanoe 32 298
27 GRAY OAK Wabash 1 -
28 GREENBRIAR Lafayette 8 -
29 HARRISON MEADOW Tippecanoe 10 -
30 HERITAGE ESTATES Perry 12 -
31 HERMITAGE HIDE-A-WAY W. Laf. 3 -
32 HOLLOWAY WOODS Lafayette 2 -
33 HUNTLEIGH ESTATES Lafayette 43 -
34 INDIAN CREEK Wabash 8 -



No. of Iots No. of Lots
Map Granted Final Still Eligib:
Key Aporoval, But For Final
No. Name of Subdivision Location No. B.P. Issued Approval
35 JESCO HILLS ESTATES Lafayette 40 46
36 JOERING Perry 1 -
37 KIMBERLY ESTATES Wabash 2 -
38 LAKE ROAD Fairfield 27 -
39 LARFCO Fairfield 2 -
40 LA ROWE Shelby 1 -
41 LAURA CRIDER Union 2 -
42 LOCKWQOOD Fairfield 19 -
43 LYKOUDIS W. Laf. 1 -
44 MM&T Tippecanoe 2 -
45 MAPLES, THE Battle Ground 2 -
46 MAPLEWOOD HEIGHTS Lafayette 32 -
47 MC CUTCHEON HEIGHTS Wea 18 -
48 MEADOW PT. Lafayette 2 -
49 MILLIKAN Dayton 1 -
50 NELSON Perry 2 -
51 NINE HILLS Tippecanoe 30 -
52 OLD ROMNEY HEIGHTS Wea 30 411
53 ORCHARD HEIGHTS Fairfield 21 31
54 PARCHMENT COURT Lafayette 2 -
55 PINEY GROVE Fairfield 1 -
56 PIPERS GLEN Lafayette 2 -
57 PLLAZA PARK W. Laf. 10 -
58 POTTER HOLLOW Fairfield 21 -
59 PROPHET'S ROCK HTS. Tippecanoe 21 41
60 PROPHET'S WOOD Tippecanoe 2 -
61 RIVER BLUFFS Tippecanoe 23 -
62 ROLLING HILLS Wea 76 -
63 ROSEWOOD Randolph 1 -
64 SEASONS FOUR Lafayette 17 -
65 SHEFFIELD ESTATES Wea - 377
66 SIMMONS Wabash 1 -
67 SOUTH CREASY LANE Fairfield 2 -
68 SUNNYFIELD Wea 1 -
69 SWEETBRIAR Lafayette 3 -
70 SWEETBRIAR P.D. Lafayette 6 -
71 TEMPLE W. Laf. 3 -
72 TERRACE ESTATES Fairfield 42 -
73 TIMBERCREST ESTATES Sheffield 4 -
74 TIPPE-CANUNCK EST. Tippecanoe 7 -
75 TREECE MEADOWS Fairfield 32 78
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No. of Lots No. of Lots
‘Map Granted Final Still Eligible
‘Key Approval, But For Final
No. Name of Subdivision . Location No. B.P. Issued Approval
76 UNIVERSITY FARM W. Laf. 149 -
77 VALLEY FORGE EST. Wea 38 534
78 VINTON HIGHLANDS Lafayette 3 -
79 VINTON WOODS Lafayette 36 -
80 WAKEROBIN Wabash 21 50
81 WALLACE Fairfield 1 -
82 WATKINS GLEN Fairfield 16 -
83 WESTLAND Wabash 48 -
84 WILDCAT RIDGE EST. Fairfield 11 -
85 WILLOWOOD EAST Fairfield 17 10
86 WOODFIELD ESTATES Wabash 21 -
87 WOODRIDGE Wea 2 10
Subtotals
Lafayette 241 46
W. Laf. 169 -
Battle Ground 2 -
Dayton 8 -
County 806 1,840
Fairfield 258 119
Jackson - -
Lauramie - -
Perry 23 -
Randolph 1 -
Sheffield 4 -
Shelby 2 2
Tippecanoe 130 339
Union 19 -
Wabash 164 50
Washington 38 -
Wayne - -
Wea 167 1,332
Totals 1,226 1,886
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Figure XIX
Location of "Active" Subdivisions Granted Preliminary Approval:
1970-1980
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1. Of the 158 involved subdivisions, 87 still have active
lots. The active lots in 76 of these subdivisions are
all in the "finalized-but-no-building-permit-issued"
category; all the active lots in one subdivision fall in
the "still-eligible-for-final-approval" category; the
active lots in the remaining ten subdivisions can be
attributed to both categories.

2. Figure XIX shows the highest concentrations of active

subdivisions to be located south of and northeast of

Lafayette, at the north of and northwest of West Lafayette,

and west of Battle Ground. Subtotals for Table XXVII
indicate the two cities and four surrounding townships
contain all but 97 of the 3,112 active lots, some 96.9

percent: -
Lafayette 287 lots 9.2%
West Lafayette 169 5.4%
Fairfield Township 377 12.1%
Tippecanoce Township 469 15.1%
Wabash Township 214 6.9%
Wea Township 1,499 48.2%

totals 3,015 lots 96.9%

Further analysis was performed to gain insight into the
size characteristics of the 3,112 active subdivision lots.
To obtain this data a density figure was calculated for each
of the 87 active subdivisions. For those subdivisions having
active lots that are finalized but without building permit
an overall subdivision density was calculated; for those sub-
divisions having active lots that are still eligible to be
finalized, densities for the unfinalized portions were cal-
culated.

Density has been measured as lots per gross acre; thus
a subdivision of five lots covering an area of two acres has
a density of 5/2 or 2.5 lots per gross acre. The reader is
cautioned that these calculations are made on gross acreage;
that is, the acreage of dedicated street right-of-way has

not been excluded from the calculation. As such, a strip
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subdivision having frontage on a county road with no internal
roadway, is likely to have larger lots than a subdivision
on a newly dedicated street, even though both have a density
of 2.5 lots per gross acre. This method, however, should be
sufficiently descriptive for these purposes.

Four density ranges were created in this analysis. For
purposes of recognition these four categories correspond very

roughly to current single family zoning classifications as

follows:
Density (lots per gross acre) Approx. Zoning Classif.
2.00 or fewer Rl (septic system)
2.01 - 3.00 R1 (sewered)
3.01 - 4.00 R1A
4.01 or more R1B i
1. Table XXVIII indicates that a majority, 59.3 percent,

of the active subdivision lots are in the (approximate)

Rl size categories; an additional 38.8 percent are roughly
RlA~sized lots, with the remaining 1.9 percent being
approximately R1B-sized.

2. Figure XX provides a graphic representation showing not
only the distribution of lots by lot size, but also the
source of these active lots, that is, which active lot
category has supplied the lots representing the totals,
and to what extent.

3. The 2.01 - 3.00 lots per gross acre density category
(roughly Rl-sewered) has the most lots available, 1,439;
most of these lots, 1,048, are drawn from that pool of
active lots which have been granted preliminary approval
and are still eligible for final approval. This concentra-
tion is indicative of recent Area Plan Commission sub-
division activity, inasmuch as these lots were granted
preliminary approval no earlier than January 1976.

4. The approximate R1A size category, 3.01 - 4,00 lots per
gross acre, contains 1,207 active lots, 828 of which are
lots still eligible to be finalized.
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Figure XX

Distribution of "Active" Subdivision Lots by
Approximate Density of Lots per Gross Acre *
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5. The least dense and most dense categories, approximating
Rl-septic and R1IB lot sizes respectively, exhibit similar
characteristics, quite unlike those of the two categories
just discussed: there are considerably fewer active lots
(406 and 60) and virtually all of these come from the
pool of active lots which have been finalized but not issued
building permits. These lots may be more likely to be
developed in that they are one step closer to development
than lots with preliminary approval only, which may potentially
expire for lack of request for final approval in the next
few years.

A comparison of information about active lots through
1977-~~the last time the Residential Subdivision Activity data

were compiled-—-and through 1980 shows us the following:

, through through
By category: ' 1977 1980
-lots with final approval
but no building permit 1,201 1,226
-lots with prelim. approval
still eligible for final 1,917 1,886
totals 3,118 3,112
By lots per gross acre:
~2.00 or fewer 348 406
-2.01 - 3.00 1,391 1,439
-3.01 - 4.00 1,128 1,207
-4.01 or more 251 60
~ totals 3,118 3,112

The data seem to indicate that, at least for the present,
active building lots are being replaced, through Area Plan
Commission action, at the same rate at which they are being
developed; the large inventory of active lots built up through
the early 1970's, has at least not grown any larger over the
last three years. The numbers through 1977 and 1980 are re-
markably similar, not only with regard to activity category,
but with regard to lot size as well. Perhaps indicative of

an important trend, the stock of active higher density lots
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(at 4.01 or more per acre density) has dropped considerably,
from 251 to 60, with a concomitant slight increase in all other
density categories.

What is most striking in all these numbers is the con-
tinuing stockpile of active subdivision lots. The current
level of 3,112 lots would be sufficient to house over 8,000
persons at current persons-per-household rates. That is enough
housing for the entire anticipated population growth in Tippe-
canoe County through 1990. The magnitude of the inventory
grows when one realizes that these data exclude the formation
of large lots, and consider* neither the number of still active
lots processed prior to 1970, nor the growing number of lots
created through the planned development process and the recently
enacted Unified Subdivision Ordinance. Additionally, it must
be remembered that none of these lots would serve the housing
needs of the considerable portion of our households choosing
multi-family housing.

Clearly, there will always be a traditional single family
housing market, but it remains to be seen if growing national
trends toward "nontraditional" housing types and tenures,
such as clustering and zero-lot-line, patio and atrium homes,
and cooperative and condominium ownership, largely generated
by economic necessity and changing demographic patterns, will
be translated into local subdivision activity. To date little
has been attempted locally to reduce housing costs by altering
physical configurations and ownership practices, to provide
properly designed and situated houses that make the most of
smaller lot sizes. The recent reduction in the inventory of
small lots may be a harbinger of a shift away from traditional
housing patterns locally.

Our own history shows us that a significant portion of
currently active lots will lose their active status through
expiration of non-finaled preliminary plats. A significant
shift in the housing market away from traditional housing

configurations is likely to accelerate that rate of attrition.
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Such a shift would likely generate activity to replat to smaller

lot sizes, and greater use of planned development technigues

to create lots appropriate to innovative housing configurations.
With regard to subdivision activity, then, the major issue

may not be how to absorb the current stockpile of residential

lots, but rather to determine how appropriate these lots will

be to meeting the community's long-range and potentially changing

housing needs.

Summary

This overview of the current housing situation points out
certain strengths and weaknesses in the overall housing picture.
Problem areas include the relatively high proportion of households
with housing deficiencies, fluctuating construction and vacancy
rates, and the high cost of housing. Positive factors include
the high proportion of housing units in excellent structural
shape, a trend toward smaller households, and the availability
of ample developable residential lots.

Locally, we have not been faced with the severe housing
problems of other areas; abandonment and blight have been
contained and both the urban area and balance of the County
have numerous attractive and desirable residential areas.

If a household earns the median income or better, it can find
housing in good condition, appropriate to its needs, and in

an attractive neighborhood. There is a supply of good housing
throughout the County to suit the needs of those who can afford
it. But if the household is one of the 60 percent of the
County's households that is in the low- or moderate-income
range, and 1is just entering the housing market, the problem
can be severe. Such a household is likely to encounter dif-
ficulty in locating housing appropriate to its needs. Costs
are either too high or they must settle for housing that is

in need of repair. For the 25 percent who are in the low-
income range, the situation may be desperate. Low-income

non—elderly households rarely own their own home and frequently
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live with housing deficiencies. Locally, low-income elderly
households, on the other hand, are primarily homeowners.
Yet, as the population continues to age, an increasing proportion
of elderly homeowners must live with housing deficiencies as
fixed incomes are reduced by inflation.

While the County's population increased by only about
ten percent or so over the last decade, households increased
at the rate of 26 percent. This means, of course, that household
size is shrinking and demand for housing is growing despite
a leveling off of population growth. Although homeownership
in this community is more affordable than for the nation as a
whole, it appears that within the past year or so the income
required to purchase the average-priced home has increased
faster than median family income. The implication of this
is that a greater portion of the population may well be priced
out of the market in the future if price and income trends
continue.

This also bears a relationship to the type of housing
the population will require. The last 15 years have shown
that single family units are the most prevalent type of new
housing produced in the County. It is possible that, in light
of the gap between income and sales prices of single -family
homes, the strength of single family housing production may
be waning.

According to Builder Magazine there are already indications

that an adjustment to smaller, energy-efficient units, more
multi-family buildings and higher densities in housing is
underway nationwide. Continuing inflation may mean that new
development in this community will exhibit more diversity in
configuration, be built at higher densities, and be made avail-
able under more kinds of ownership options. On the other hand,
if inflation can be controlled and the economy as a whole can
be revitalized then detached homes on individual lots may
continue to meet the needs and desires of the majority of home

buyers. More than likely the future will lie somewhere in
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between: the single family detached home will remain attractive
to home buyers trading up and the attached housing unit will

attract the first-time buyer.
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FUTURE HOUSING NEEDS

The previous section has identified some of the current
problems and trends in the present housing situation. A second
important sub-element in planning for housing is the identifica-
tion of the additional housing units required to meet future
County housing needs. This section identifies the total number
of housing units needed by income level in the County over the
next ten years and the proportion of units needed by household
size. The number of assisted units needed over the next ten
yvears is also identified.

The following information should guide the housing decisions
of private developers, financial institutions, the federal govern-
ment and local public officials. This information is particularly
important for determining low- and moderate-income housing needs
and provides a framework for public decision-making concerning
the proper number, mix and type of potentially subsidized housing
units.

The housing forecasts are based on demographic projections
which have been developed on the basis of assumptions made about
life styles and economic conditions over the next ten years.

The anticipated number of households, for example, is highly
sensitive to average household size; therefore, rather than attempt
to project a specific household size, a range with a high and low
gstimate has been established for 1990. The high estimate assumes
é continuation of current size (2.58), whereas the low estimate,
based on the 1960-1980 trend, assumes further reduction in house-
hold size to 2.25.

Housing Market Analysis

By 1990, somewhere between 2,400 to 8,900 new housing units
will be required to house newly formed households, to replace
houses demolished by public and private actions or destroyed
by natural causes or disasters, and to maintain a reasonable

vacancy rate. This will require an average annual production
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of 240 to 890 units a year assuming the rate of population growth
is steady (see Table XXIX).

The change in households is derived from population change.

A population projection for 1990 was made by the Indiana University
School of Business (IUSB) and modified by the Area Plan Commission
Staff. The IUSB's most recent projection for 1980 underestimated
the 1980 preliminary Census count by approximately 3,000 persons,
or 2.57 percent. Staff has assumed that the 2.57 percent under-
estimate in the 1980 projection can be used to adjust IUSB's 1990
population projection of 124,300. Therefore, the County popula-
tion can be expected to reach 127,500 in 1990, a growth of nearly
7,000 persons, or 5.79 percent.

To identify the 1990 household population, the number of
persons residing in group quarters must be subtracted from the
projected population. Since 1960 the percentage of persons living
in group quarters has been increasing, primarily as a result
of increasing enrollments at Purdue University. However, since
it appears that there will not be expansion of dormitory facilities,
Purdue University's impact on the number in group quarters is
anticipated to stabilize. The number of persons residing in
other group quarter facilities, such as homes for the aged, is
projected to increase only slightly. Therefore a decline in
the percentage of the population has been forecast for group
quarter arrangements. The subtraction of persons in group quarters
(16,300) from the total projected population (127,500) yields
the total projected household population (111,200).

Household population is transformed to total households by
applying an average household size estimate. As previously
stated, there has been a decline in the average household size
over the past two decades from 3.21 to 2.58. This trend is
expected to continue, or at least stabilize, as a result of
changing demographic and economic conditions. The projected
number of total households, then, will range between 43,100
and 49,422, or a net gain (demand) of about 2,500 to 8,800 new

households by 1990, depending on actual average household size.
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Table XXIX

HOUSING MARKET ANALYSIS FOR TIPPECANOE COUNTY
1980~1990

COMPONENT 1980 1990

POPULATION, HOUSING MARKET AREA

Components of household change

Population 120,525 127,500
Group population 16,031 16,300
Household population 104,494 111,200
Average household size 2.58 2.,25-2.58
Households 40,578 43,100-49,422
Change in households, 1980-1990 - 2,522-8,844

HOUSING UNITS

Replacement of existing units

Lost through disasters 100
Demolitions, 1980-1990 500
Lost through conversions 200
Replacements, 1980-1990 . 800
Vacancy
Total Units 44,433-50,951
Occupied 43,100-49,422
Vacant available 1,333-1,529
Vacancy rate . 3.0
Total housing market, 1980-1990
Total units 42,826 44,433-50,951
Change in units 1,607-8,125
Replacements 800
Total 2,407-8,925
Average annual number of units 241-893
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Preliminary Counts, 1980; and,

Tippecanoe County Area Plan Commission Staff, 1981.
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The replacement of existing units is the second factor in
determining future need. In any given time period existing housing
units are removed from the housing supply. Some units are demolished
because they have deteriorated beyond economically feasible repair.
Some units are destroyed by natural causes or by disasters such
as fire. In addition to removals there are conversions, both
into and out of the housing supply. Based on past trends, ap-
proximately 800 units will need to be replaced as a result of
disasters, demolitions and conversions by 1990.

The final factor in determining demand is alteration of the
vacancy rate. A certain number of vacancies are necessary to
provide for reasonable mobility in any housing market. Multi-
family housing has a higher turnover rate than single family
housing; wvacancy rates of five percent for multi-family housing
and two percent for single family housing are assumed desirable.
Since approximately two out of three housing units in the County
are single family, a combined vacancy rate of three percent has
been calculated for 1990.

The total housing units needed is equal to the number of
new households and replacements plus the change in vacant units.
There is an estimated demand or need for 2,400 to 8,900 units
between 1980 and 1990, or an average of about 240 to 890 per
year. By 1990, if the total is met, the year-round housing
supply will reach somewhere between 44,000 and 51,000, with

43,100 to 49,400 occupied and 1,300 to 1,500 vacant.

With the average family size forecast to decline (or stabilize)
during the next decade, the average housing unit constructed will
have to be designed to accommodate this change. To obtain a
rough indication of the magnitude of this change, a projection
of households and dwelling units by household size has been pre-
pared; the numbers should be used at best as tentative indicators.

Table XXX displays population and dwelling unit (DU) charactexr-
istics by household (H.H.) size for 1960 and 1970. Consideration

of the change between 1960 and 1970, and the forecast decline

(stabilization) in average household size, enables the preparation
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of an estimate of the relative distributions of the population
and dwelling units by household groups for 1980 and 1990. One-
and two-person households expressed as a percentage of population
and dwelling units are projected to increase significantly as a
result of decreasing average household size; the percentage of
population and dwelling units with four or more persons per house-
hold will fall rather sharply: the larger the household the
sharper the decline. Although the percent of population composed
of three person households is projected to increase slightly by
1990, the percent of three person dwelling units will decline.
Trends in the percent of population by household size from 1960
projected to 1990 are illustrated in Figure XXI.

Additionally, a total of 1,700 housing units or just under
five percent of all County units were in need of major rehabilita-
tion according to the 1978 Area Plan Commission survey. About
half of those units were located in Lafayette, 40 percent in the
balance of the County and another ten percent in West Lafayette.
In addition, 3,600 units or over nine percent of all County units
needed some minor maintenance. All totaled,5,300 units or 14 percent
of the County units were determined to be in need of some improve-
ment. Although this is not a serious situation as in some of
the nation's older and larger cities, it is apparent that maintenance
and rehabilitation needs promise to become increasingly important

over time.

Needs of Low- and Moderate-Income Households

Units Required by Income Group. In 1970 nearly 25 percent

of all Tippecanoe County households had an annual income of less
than $5,000. Another one-third of all households had incomes
between $5,000 and $9,999 per year. The reméinder of County
households, about 43 percent, had incomes over $10,000. The
Department of Housing and Urban Development has estimated that
family income in Tippecanoe County increased by 96 percent between
1969 and 1980. The 1980 estimate is based on an adjustment factor,

determined by an examination of tax return data, and applied to

-83-



PERCENT CHANCE

Percent Change of Population by Household Size:

40 —

30 —

20 —

0

Figure XXI

1960-1990

S $ One person
o s WO persons
ramsmmsw Three persons
snsspnenaE . Four persons
veareraes Five persons

VA /Av/aP. SiX Or more persons

-

B L] 7S (3 R L
o o w0 R l.'
riagpe J =t g 1 ""ln.,,,
-~ N '
*

1960 1970 1980 1990

YEAR

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of
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Areas, Indiana, Final Report HC(1)-16,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1962; U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Census of Housing: 1970, Metropolitan
Housing Characteristics: Lafayette-West
Lafayette, Indiana, Final Report HC(2)-94,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1972; and Tippecanoe County Area
Plan Commission Staff, 1981.
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1969 income data. A comparison of annual income categories in

1969 and 1980 is shown below:

Income 1969 1980

Low L.ess than $5,000 Less than $9,800
Moderate $5,000-$9,999 $9,800-519,600
Middle and above over $10,000 over $19,600

Table XXXI displays the distribution of new housing units by
income group that would be required between 1980 and 1990 to
provide an equitable allocation of new housing units. The cal-
culation of income groups was made assuming the 1990 distribution
to be comparable to the 1970 income distribution as indicated
above. These numbers should serve as a guide to the housing
industry and local government as to the relative distribution of
housing units by income group. The annual rate again assumes

a steady rate of population growth and household formation.

Table XXXI

Distribution of New Housing by Income Group

1980-1990
No. of Units Required Pct. of Annual
Income* 1980-1990 Units Rate
Low 597-2,213 24.8 60-221
Moderate 777-2,883 32.3 78-288
Middle and above 1,033-3,829 42.9 103-383

*Based on, "1969 and Estimated 1980 Decile Distributions of Family
Income by SMSA's," Department of Housing and Urban Development,
Economic and Market Analysis Division, June 1980.

Source: Tippecanoe County Area Plan Commission Staff, 1981.
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Housing Assistance Needs of Lower Income Households. 1In

1979 the Cities of Lafayette and West Lafayette developed Housing
Assistance Plans (HAPs) to describe the housing needs of lower
income households as part of an application for Community Develop-
ment Block Grant (CDBG) funds (see Appendix B for a full description
of the program). The HAPs were subsequently approved by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as the official
statement of housing assistance needs in each community. (The
balance of the County had an approved HAP in effect from 1977 to
1980, but it has expired. The County is not at this time parti-
cipating in the CDBG program.)

Each HAP includes a survey of housing conditions, an assess-
ment of the needs of lower income households, and, based on an
analysis of conditions and needs, the establishment of three-year
housing assistance goals. The 1978 Area Plan Commission Land
Use Survey data were used by the Cities of Lafayette and West
Lafayette in determining housing conditions (refer to Table VIII
and Appendix D). The primary data source for the assessment of
needs was the 1970 Census Special Tabulation of Households with
Housing Deficiencies (refer to Table X).

Table XXXII presents by area the estimate of the number
of households requiring some form of housing assistance as deter-
mined by Lafayette and West Lafayette Community Development Depart-
ments and the Area Plan Commission staff. For the total County,
it has been determined that about 19 percent of all households
(7,844 of 40,578) have a housing assistance need. Of those 7,844
households, about 27 percent (2,148) are designated as being
elderly households; the remaining 73 percent (5,696) are non-

elderly households.

Total Need for Assisted Units. The most crucial unmet

housing need continues to be the need for housing affordable

to low- and moderate~income households. Given current market
conditions and the steadily widening gap between household income

and housing costs, it is possible that more and more County residents

will become unable to afford housing adequate to their needs.
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Table XXXII

Housing Assistance Needs of Lower Income Households

Area
and
Tenure Total Elderly Non-Elderly
Lafayette _ 3,043 1,104 1,939
Owner 1,023 462 561
Renter 2,020 642 1,378
West Lafayette 1,461 165 1,296
Owner 20 15 5
Renter 1,441 150 1,291
Balance of County 3,340 879 2,461
Owner 2,290 785 1,505
Renter 1,050 94 956
Total County 7,844 2,148 5,696
Owner 3,333 1,262 2,071

Renter 4,511 886 3,625

Source: City of Lafayette, Housing Assistance Plan, 1979; City
of West Lafayette, Housing Assistance Plan, 1979; and Tippecanoe
County Area Plan Commission Staff, 1981.

If present trends continue, most of the low- and moderate-income
housing needs for new and existing units may not be met by the private
sector without government assistance. However, financial reform
at the national level raises, "...serious questions about the future
of the nation's subsidized housing programs, especially Section 8."*
In order to meet the continuing housing needs of low- and moderate-
income households, the private sector may be called upon to produce
a larger share of the lower income housing supply, without as
many direct governmental incentives.

Between 1980 and 1990, somewhere between 465 and 1,725 new

low- and moderate-income households will be formed that will

*Barry Jacobs, "Reagan Cuts Deeper into Housing Programs," Builder
(May 1, 1981): p. 26.
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need housing assistance. This is based on the assumption that

of all households projected to be formed between 1980 and 1990
(2,407 to 8,925) about 20 percent, or the same proportion of

all households currently in need, will require some form of housing
assistance.

In addition to meeting the needs for housing to accommodate
new households, it is also necessary to improve the living con-
ditions of households currently inadequately housed. From Table
XXXII, there are an estimated 7,844 low- and moderate-income
households potentially eligible for government housing subsidies
and currently living in "“inadequate" housing conditions. However,
at least some of these needs have already been met through various
federal housing programs. According to an assisted housing report
prepared by the Indianapolis Area Office of HUD and the County
Farmers' Home Administration office, 2,638 households have been
assisted in Tippecanoe County. Therefore, an unmet housing need
still exists to serve 5,206 lower income households.

The total need for assisted housing from 1980 to 1990,
including the current unmet need and the expected needs of newly
forming households, is between 5,671 and 6,931 units. 1In order
to meet the needs of all households requiring assistance by the
year 1990, the following program would need to be followed: half
of the current unmet need would be met within the first three years
(in order to make significant inroads), with the remainder of
the unmet need filled over the next seven years; one-tenth of the
newly-forming households for the ten-year period would also need
to be served annually. Thus, during the period 1981-1983, between
945 and 1,155 additional households would need to be assisted
annually; from 1984 through 1990, between 405 and 495 additional
households would need to be served annually (see Table XXXIII).
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Table XXXIII

Need for Assisted Housing Units:

1980-1990

Inadequately Housed Households 7,844
Total Assisted Housing Units 2,638
Unmet Need 5,206
All New Low and Moderate Income Households

Needing Housing Assistance 465-1,725
Total Need for Assistance 5,671-6,931
Annual Need for Assistance, 1981-1983 945-1,155
Annual Need for Assistance, 1984-19990 405-495

Source: Tippecanoe County Area Plan Commission Staff, 1981.

Summary

Based on the preceding identification of overall needs and
potential housing problems, it is possible to set forth numerical
goals for the County, against which progress can be measured.

These goals can serve as yardsticks for determining over time
the effectiveness of federal, state and local housing plans and
programs.

Numerical goals are being set for the number of new units
that are needed in the next ten years, the number of units which
should be rehabilitated, and units of housing assistance needed
to meet the needs of current and future residents. While numerical
goals could be established in various other problem areas, it is
felt that these three goal areas represent top priority concerns
and can be measured effectively.

The goals are as follows:

1. Construct 2,400 to 8,900 new units between 1980 and 1990,

or 240 to 890 units annually.

2. Rehabilitate 5,300 units between 1980 and 1990, or 530
units annually.
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Provide 5,671 to 6,931 units of housing assistance for
low— and moderate-income households between 1980 and
1990, or 945 to 1,155 units annually between 1981 and

1983, and 405 to 495 units annually between 1984 and
1990.
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RESIDENTIAL EXPANSION BEYOND THE URBAN BOUNDARY

This section of the Housing Element provides information
on the locational aspect of housing expansion. Having previously
discussed the nature of housing in the community, and having
projected housing needs for the short-range future, we now indicate
those land areas best suited for new residential development.

This discussion stems directly from the Residential Land
Use Potentials Study performed by the Area Plan Commission Staff
as a companion piece to the Land Use Potentials Study. Volume 1
of the Comprehensive Plan for Tippecanoe County is a technical
manual detailing that land use study. A technical manual des-
criptive of the residential study will be made available late
in 1981. 1In lieu of that document, a brief discussion of
methodology follows. (The reader is encouraged to study Volume
1 of the Comprehensive Plan for an in-depth view of the basic
assumptions underlying both studies, and to establish a context
for the terminology used here.)

The residential use study shares much of its data base with
the land use potentials study, and is procedurally almost identi-
cal. Indeed the portions of the County to which the technique
is applied are precisely those areas within the urbanizing sector
which have been designated in the land use study as having high
or highest residential land use potential, but which are as yet
undeveloped.

The theoretical framework- for the residential use methodology
is an amalgam of decision-making modeling technique and elements
typical of performance standard zoning, known for its flexibility
and emphasis on site-specific design. What has been adapted
from this kind of approach is a reliance on measures of land use
intensity, most notably density and impervious surface ratio.
Density is simply a measure of the number of dwelling units per
gross acre, with no emphasis on lot size. Impervious surface
ratio is a measure of the amount of land surface area per acre
that does not absorb rain. The impervious surface includes

buildings, parking areas, driveways, sidewalks, and any other areas
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covered with concrete or asphalt. High density does not neces-
sarily imply a high impervious surface ratio. This system,

then, uses decision-making models based on physical and locational
characteristics to generate maximum allowable densities and
impervious surface ratios for as-yet undeveloped land exhibiting
strong potential for future residential use.

As was the case with the land use study, the residential
land use study required the construction of a decision-making
model, the assembly and portrayal of the information required
by the model, the application of the rules of the model to the
assembled information, and a graphic portrayal of the resulting
residential land use data base.

The model was built in the form of a matrix which indicates
how various physical and locational factors attributable to lahd
influence how much housing (density) and ground cover (impervious
surface) a given piece of land should properly support (see
Figure XXII.

Potential permissible density levels have been defined in
conformance with wvarious residential categories in the Tippecanoe
County Unified Zoning Ordinance. This permits innovative plan-
ning technigue within a framework familiar to local developers
and consumers. The density categories are as follows, expressed

as a range of units per gross acre:

~High..........ccca.. csiesaeneena vee e 9.00 or more;
~Moderate..... et et eeane caesse..between 4.36 and 9.00;
~LOW...coivtitiianteasenao. . .between 1.10 and 4.35; and
-Rural.......... Ceteresavestsnssrssrseanasl.09 Or less.

Discussion and pretesting produced a list of eight non-
overlapping and equally weighted factors likely to influence
residential density. Of the eight, three had been used as land
use potentials factors: sanitary sewer availability, roadway
accessibility (here called Vehicular Access: A), and railroad
and airport proximity. The five new factors, data for which
were readily available in either land use inventory or mapped

form, were these:
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-Vehicular Access: B - a measure of adjacency to roads
designated in the County's Thoroughfare Plan as being
either arterials, collectors, or local roads on the

basis of current or expected vehicular capacity;

~Public Transportation - the distance to the nearest
bus line;
-Schools - the walking distance to the nearest public

school facility;

~Public Recreation Area or Open Space - the distance

to the nearest relatively permanent active or passive
recreation area, including school sites, park facilities,
and significant areas characterized by flooding soils;
and

-Density of Adjacent Use - a measure of the nature of

surrounding residential development.

These factors stress the availability of public utilities and
services as a determinant of residential density. Inclusion of
the density of adjacent use factor decreases the likelihood of
inappropriately juxtaposing development at both extremes of the
density scale.

Allowable impervious surface ratios have been derived from
a report on performance standard zoning prepared by the staff of
the Bucks County (PA) Planning Commission in 1973, and tested
for applicability in Tippecanoe County. Three categories, ex-
pressed as a range of percent of impervious surface per acre,

are defined as follows:

High.iwiiiineeonenaonenennannnns more than .40
Moderate....caeeeesa-....between .25 and .40
LOW. o eooessnosass f e s e cener e less than .25

Six factors were selected which influence the amount of im-
pervious surface a given piece of land is likely to withstand
without exhibiting 111 effect. Again, this list is the product
of discussion and pretesting. The factors are non-overlapping
and equally weighted. Five of the six factors appear on either

the land use potentials or residential density factor lists or
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both: soil limitations, sanitary sewer availability, presence

of forest, railroad and airport proximity, and distance to public
recreation areas or open space. An additional factor, percent

of slope, has been added. Data descriptive of this factor was
easily available from the Soil Conservation Service Soil Survey
for Tippecanoe County. These factors stress physical character-
istics of the soil, proximity to those land uses likely to affect
the ability of land to absorb moisture, and the availability

of sufficient open space as determinants of appropriate impervious
surface ratios.

The reader will notice that within the matrix format of the
decision-making model, the interaction of each pertinent factor
and each potential density and impervious surface category has
had a value assigned to it. The values range from +1 to -1,
indicative of positive or negative influence. A zero represents
a neutral condition.

The density matrix will generate a potential for high density
residential development in areas immediately served by public
infrastructure and services, while discouraging lesser densities
under the same circumstances.

The impervious surface matrix requires less impenetrable
ground cover in areas that are less than easily constructable
because of slope or soil oconditions, in areas likely to depend
on the use of septic systems, and in areas located sufficiently
distant from recreation facilities as to require on-site open
space.

Data descriptive of the factors specific to the residential
land use study were gathered and mapped at a standardized scale.
Using transparent scoring grids (which divided land into 880' x
880' squares or cells), the rules of the decision-making model
were applied to all the factor maps, and scores recorded. The
scores were then aggregated, displayed in graphic form and then
generalized to eliminate the artificial grid-like nature of data
generated by the decision-making model.

For purposes of the land use study, all land in the County

was designated as being either urban, urbanizing or rural,
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depending on current development characteristics and likelihood
of experiencing rural/urban land use conflict within an extended
time frame (see Figure XXIII). Because urban land was defined
as being contiguously developed, and rural land as being beyond
the reach of urbanization, the residential land use study focused
specifically on those urbanizing portions of the County designated
by the land use study as having residential use potential, but
which were as yet undeveloped.

Examination of the graphics indicated that about 8,500 acres
of land had been so designated within the urbanizing sector.
The ultimate residential potential of those 8,500 acres was deter-—
mined to be over 36,000 new dwelling units, enough to nearly
double the housing stock of all Tippecanoe County. That figure
was arrived at by assigning a typical units per acre figure to
each density/impervious surface pairing generated by the study
(see Table XXXIV) and then multiplying that figure by the number
of acres within the urbanizing sector characterized by that
pairing. The typical units per acre figures were derived through

an analysis of existing development in the community.

Table XXXIV

Typical Units Per Acre Figures
Corresponding to Each
Density/Impervious Surface Ratio Pairing

Densities

" Rural Low | Moderate High
s I G)] -
0w :
FR Low 0.1 1.0 4.5 9.0
a4 4P .
(]).'3&
ge Moderate 0.55 2.75 6.75 12.0
[aat §

High 1.0 4.5 9.0 15.0

Source: Area Plan Commission Staff Analysis
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Figure XXIII

TIPPECANOE COUNTY
STUDY AREA MAP
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For example, a given parcel of land indicated by the decision-
making model as being appropriately developable at moderate density’
and low impervious surface ratio, will support a maximum of 4.5 1
units per acre (something like current RlA-zoned single family
development, although such land need not be developed in a single
family configuration).

Because County population is growing at a rate of less than
one percent per year, planning for a potential doubling of the
housing stock was simply inappropriate; the 8,500 designated
acres had to be significantly pared down.

Using data generated by the residential potentials methodology,
residential expansion areas within the urbanizing sector were
classified as follows:

~Close-in parcels, contiguous to current development,

capable of being served by current or minimally
expanded sanitary sewer systems;

~-Areas slightly beyond contiguous development, which

would require more than minimal additions to be served

by sanitary sewer; and

~-Land not at all likely to be served by sanitary

sewer in the foreseeable future.

Calculating as above, it was readily determined that the
close-in classification contained nearly 3,200 acres of as
yvet undeveloped land having good potential for residential use.
Furthermore it was determined that these 3,200 acres had an
ultimate development potential of more than 19,000 dwelling units
(that is if all 3,200 acres were to be developed to the limits
defined by the pairings in Table XXXIV).

Realistically, the utilization of all land to its ultimate
development potential is an overstatement of what is likely to
occur. It is far more likely that low density land will be
developed to its capacity than will be high density land, because
of local housing preferences, historic patterns, market pressures,
etc. As such, development potential has been recalculated,

assuming all low density lands would be developed to full units
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per acre capacity, moderate density lands to 75 percent of full
units per acre capacity, and high density lands to 50 percent
of full units per acre capacity.

Thus, calculated realistically, these 3,200 acres of as yet
undeveloped land--designated as having strong residential potential
and as being within the close-in classification--can be expected
to support about 12,000 new housing units. 1In the Phased Land
Use Plan, these 3,200 acres have been designated as Phase I
residential expansion areas. At current growth rates, Phase I
land should be sufficient to meet County population growth well
into the next century.

In the event of significant changes in the local economy
leading to much more rapid population growth, and additionally,
so as not to severely limit the availability of residentially
developable land, land classified in the second category--non-
contiguous but potentially sewerable--has been designated for
Phase II residential expansion. At such time as the remaining
amount of Phase I land drops below 1,500 acres, Phase II--with
its additional 1,450 acres--would be automatically triggered.
Lands with residential potential designated as being beyond the
reasonable reach of sanitary sewer expansion have been excluded
from the residential category, and are intended to remain in
agricultural use.

Figure XXIV provides a key to the general location of Phase T
residential expansion sectors within the urbanizing areas of
Tippecanoe County. The reader will note expansion potential
to the east in Fairfield Township, to the north and west in
Wabash Township, to the south predominantly in Wea Township
(with some overlap into Fairfield and Union Townships), and in
and around the incorporated towns of Dayton and Clarks Hill.

Figures XXV through XXVIII provide a closer look at each
of the major residential expansion sectors. Note that the letters
A through I have been assigned to represent each density/
impervious surface ratio pairing corresponding to Table XXXIV.

(In actuality, none of the Phase I sectors contain land either
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Figure XXIV
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Figure XVII
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developable only to rural densities, or to high impervious surface
ratios. Thus the only use potential categories appearing in

these expansion areas are those designated by the letters B, C,

D, F, G and H.) Table XXXV provides a summary of Phase I resi-
dential expansion acreage and realistic development potential

within the major designated areas.

Table XXXV

Residential Expansion Sector Summary

Pct. of total Pct. of total

General No. of Phase I No. of Phase I
Expansion acres residential potential residential
Sector designated acreage new units potential
South of
Lafayette 2,130 67 8,000 67
East of
Lafayette 470 15 | 900 8
Around
W. Lafayette 270 8 1,400 12
Dayton and
Clarks Hill 320 10 1,650 14
Totals 3,190 100 11,950 100%*

* Does not add because of roﬁnding.

Source: Area Plan Commission Staff Analysis.

Of the 1,450 acres designated as Phase II residential expansion
sectors, about 80 percent lies within Tippecanoe Township, with
the remainder located in Wabash Township. This reserve acreage
has an additional potential for over 8,300 new dwelling units,
about 88 percent of them within the Tippecanoe Township expansion

sectors. The reader is referred to the text and graphics of the
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Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan for Tippecanoe County
(Volume 2) for the specific location of Phase II residential

expansion sectors.
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HOUSING POLICIES

The policy statements which follow were formulated from
nmultiple sources. The process was initiated when the Area Plan
Commission adopted Goals and Objectives in July 1976, including
a residential development goal, and objective and action state-
ments. The previous sections of this Housing Element have pro-
vided an inventory and analysis of the existing housing situation,
a projection of housing unit needs, including the needs of low-
and moderate-income households, and the locational aspect of
housing expansion. Various agencies concerned with housing
policy in Tippecanoe County have also provided input at a policy
forum held in April 1981. Representatives from the Cities of
Lafayette and West Lafayette Community Development Departments,
Lafayette Housing Authority, Lafayette Community Agencies Housing
Task Force and Joint Commission on Housing were in attendance.

There are three broad housing policy areas which local
government can reasonably address: availability, affordability
and compatibility of housing. Sufficient housing must be avail-
able for all residents, both new housing and the maintenance '
and rehabilitation of the existing housing stock. There is an
urgent need to ensure that the available supply of housing is
affordable now and in the future. It is that portion of housing
cost which can be reduced by public policy that requires careful
examination. Thus, the adoption of the Unified Subdivision
Ordinance of Tippecanoe County in 1980 by participating juris-
dictions of the Area Plan Commission has simplified land division
procedures, thereby helping to reduce housing costs. The com-
patibility of residential development with environmental concerns,
including the preservation of non-renewable resources and
surrounding development, is essential to the guality of life in
this community. The enforcement of effective zoning regulations,
including the establishment of performance standards, can help

to ensure housing compatibility.
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Availability

The construction of new housing to meet future demand must
be accompanied by a continuing program for conserving and rehabili-
tating existing housing. To increase the supply of housing,
existing housing must be maintained. This means investing
resources in the older neighborhoods of Lafayette and West Lafayette
and aging portions of existing subdivisions.

Government housing subsidies are in many cases the only way
that housing can be provided to some low- and moderate-income
households. It is an important way to guarantee an adequate
supply of decent housing for many of the lowest income residents
of the County.

Residential development, however, should be adequately pro-
vided with all necessary residential services and facilities.

The Area Plan Commission, through its review powers, encourages
federally-assisted housing to be located within easy access of
public services and facilities.

Housing availability also implies that there must be major
emphasis placed on the provision of a broader range of housing
types, sizes, and costs in the County. The use of available
Planned Development zoning techniques can be an excellent approach
to well-planned new development offering a variety of housing
types, costs and sizes coordinated with residential facilities and
services. The flexibility of performance standard zoning would
make it easier for the developer to provide varying sizes and
types of housing. .

The adoption of the shared housing amendment to the Unified
Zoning Ordinance by four of the five participating jurisdictions
has also stimulated the availability of housing, at least in the

vicinity of Purdue University.

Affordability

Housing costs in Tippecanoe County have been rising rapidly

in recent years. The modestly priced new single family home and
apartment is becoming a thing of the past. There is no simple

or single solution to reducing the cost of housing. An adequate
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response to the affordability problem will be dependent largely

on developers, builders, lending institutions and general economic
conditions. However, to the extent that local land use regula-
tions can be streamlined, simplified and coordinated, housing costs
can be reduced.

In response, the Area Plan Commission has implemented a
number of techniques to streamline land use regulations. The
recently revised and adopted Unified Subdivision Ordinance provides
for the fast~track processing of minor subdivision applications,
the exemption of numerous types of land divisions, an extremely
simplified review for simple land divisions called parcelizations,
and reduced right-of-way and pavement width requirements.

The need for varying types and sizes of housing has been
indicated previously as an availability concern. However, the
provision of a greater variety of housing types and ownership
options has significant impacts on the affordability of housing.
Such housing types as zero-lot-line, patio and town house, use
shared walls, increased densities, decreased infrastructure and
more effective use of land to lower purchase price, while also
adding benefits such as increased open space. The Planned Develop-
ment zoning classification encourages variety in type, design
and layout of sites and buildings. Planned Developments have not
yet lived up to their potential in this community, but the
approach can reduce costs and ensure the quality of the en-

vironment.

Compatibility

The third broad policy area relates to the appropriateness
of the physical location of housing. This has implications for
both existing neighborhoods and future development and can be
viewed from both environmental and developmental perspectives.
Quality living areas require residential development to be com-
patible with the environment. The enactment of performance standard
zoning can be a very effective method of mitigating environmental

impacts of residential development. The performance approach
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to zoning regulates residential development primarily on the basis
of three variables: open space ratio, impervious surface ratio
and density.

The compatibility of residential development also depends
on coordinating residential development with other land uses,
facilities and services. The procéss of leapfrogging development
onto cheaper land in unserviced areas can be inconvenient to its
residents, inefficient in use of services and energy, wasteful
of agricultural land resources and costly in the long run. Compact
growth will reduce commuting and promote more efficient energy
use. In addition residential compatibility can effect energy
usage through site planning and building design, such as the

protection of solar access.

Policy Statements

In order to achieve the fundamental objectives of providing
opportunities for sufficient housing to meet the needs of all
citizens, minimizing the cost of construction of such housing,
and maximizing the compatibility of housing within our natural and
man-made environments, the Tippecanoe County Area Plan Commission
and its five participating jurisdictions adopt the following

set of policies:

1. Relevant portions of the text of the Unified Zoning Ordinance
are to be rewritten to establish performance standards (with
regard to density, impervious surface ratio and open space)

within residential development zones.

2. Zoning maps are to be revised to accommodate the findings
of the Residential Land Use Potentials Study with its ample

opportunities for housing expansion.

3. The feasibility of permitting residential density bonuses to
developers within a framework of residential performance
standard zoning is to be explored, in order to encourage
the provision of affordable housing to all segments of the
community.
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The Unified Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances are to be re-
viewed with regard to the protection of solar access in order

to lessen dependence on non-renewable energy sources.

The Area Plan Commission is to consider recertifying to the

Lafayette City Council the "shared housing" amendment to

the Unified Zoning Ordinance, to foster housing availability
and affordability, and to reestablish uniformity within the

ordinance amongst jurisdictions.

The Area Plan Commission and its participating jurisdictions
are to continue efforts to streamline and coordinate review
processes involved in the development of residential properties,
and to ensure the uniform enforcement of all regulations
pertaining to land use and building construction, in order

to reduce unnecessary delays and concomitant costs without

sacrificing essential public safeguards.

The staff of the Area Plan Commission and the Community
Development Departments of Lafayette and West Lafayette
are to combine efforts in formulating detailed and specific

neighborhood plans, policies and implementable programs.

Neighborhood stability is to be promoted through a program

of strong, equitable code enforcement, and continuing public
investment in the maintenance of public facilities and ser-
vices. Neighborhood associations are to be encouraged and
permitted active participation in decision-making activities.
Lending institutions are to be encouraged to provide neighbor-
hood residents with a sufficient supply of home improvement
financing. The feasibility of tax deferral or abatement
programs designed to encourage housing rehabilitation is to

be explored. Any infill construction is to mirror the existing

physical character of the neighborhood.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Residential areas requiring major intervention, including
the development of underutilized sites and the redevelopment
of significantly deteriorating segments of neighborhoods,
are to be carefully selected, and sensitively planned and
developed, in order to minimize disruption and maximize

compatibility with historic neighborhood patterns.

Significant new residential construction, regardless of
density and configuration, is to be constructed only in

the presence of, or in conjunction with sufficient levels
of public services and facilities. Housing specifically
intended to serve low- and moderate-income and student
populations is to be built within reasonable proximity to
major shopping facilities and established public transport-

ation routes.

In relation to established needs multi-family development
should be encouraged on lands located near major activity

centers.

Federal and state agencies providing housing construction

loans and rental assistance programs are to be encouraged

. to more closely monitor local housing needs in an effort

to provide balanced and stable assistance to local residents

and home builders.

Within a context of providing sufficient and appropriate
housing to all segments of the community, special attention
is to be given to meeting the housing needs of our com-
munity's lowest income families and elderly poor. 1In
keeping with established Federal policy, scattered-site
construction, infilling and mixed-income development are

to be encouraged to prevent economic segregation within

the community.
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14.

To further foster availability and affordability of housing
in a changing economy, the local development community is
to be encouraged to utilize available procedures to build
new types of housing specifically designed to meet the needs
of smaller households, save land costs and reduce required
infrastructure, while providing sufficient living space and

maintaining residential privacy.
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Appendix B

Federally Assisted
Housing Programs
in Tippecanoe County

Source:

1980 Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance
Superintendent of Documents

Government Printing Office

Washington, D.C. 20402
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
HOUSING-FEDERAL HOUSING COMMISSIONER

14.103 INTEREST REDUCTION PAYMENTS—
RENTAL AND COOPERATIVE HOUSING FOR
LOWER INCOME FAMILIES

(236)

FEDERAL AGENCY: HOUSING, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

AUTHORIZATION: National Housing Act, as amended in 1968, Sec-
tion 236; Public Law 90-448; 12 U.S.C. 1715.

OBJECTIVES: To provide good quality rental and cooperative hous-
ing for persons of low-and moderate-income by providing interest
reduction payments in order to lower their housing costs.

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE: Direct Payments for Specified Use; Guar-
anteed/Insured Loans.

USES AND USE RESTRICTIONS: HUD insures lenders against losses
on mortgage loans. Insured mortgages may be used to finance the
construction or rehabilitation of rental or cooperative detached,
semidetached, row, walk-up, or elevator-type structures. The unit
mortgage limits for nonprofit mortgagors are as follows: efficien-
cy, $21,563; one bedroom, $24,662; two bedrooms, $29,984; three
bedrooms, $38,379; four or more bedrooms, $42,756. Unit mort-
gage limits are somewhat higher for elevator type structures. In
areas where cost levels so require, limits per family unit may be
increased up to 50 percent.

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS:

Applicant Eligibility: Eligible mortgagors include nonprofit, coopera-
tive, builder-seller, investor-sponsor, and limited-distribution spon-
sors. Public bodies do not qualify as mortgagors under this pro-
gram.

Beneficiary Eligibility: Families and individuals, including the elderly
and handicapped or those displaced by government action or natu-
ral disaster, eligible to receive the benefits of the subsidies must
fall within certain income limits as determined locally on a case-
by-case basis. Families with higher incomes may occupy apart-
ments, but may not benefit from subsidy payments.

Credentials/Documentation: Documentation regarding the character-
istics of the property and qualifications of the mortgagor is submit-
ted with the application.

APPLICATION AND AWARD PROCESS:

Preapplication Coordination: Documentation regarding property
characteristics and mortgagor qualifications is assembled by the
mortgagee and submitted with the application. The sponsor will
have a preapplication conference with the local HUD field office
with multifamily processing. Applications are subject to State and
areawide clearinghouses review pursuant to procedures in Part 1, -
Attachment A of OMB Circular No. A-95 (revised). An environ-
mental impact statement is required for this program. (No new ap-
plications for project mortgage insurance are being accepted.)

Application Procedure: Sponsors submit FHA Form No. 2013, Appli-
cation and other documentation for FHA Review of Proposed
Development, to local HUD field office with muiltifamily process-
ing. (No new applications for project mortgage insurance are
being accepted.)

Award Procedure: The local office reviews the application to deter-
mine site appraisal and market analysis. Market need, correct
zoning, environmental assessment and value of site fully improved
are considered. The local office grants feasible proposals a tenta-
tive reservation of contract authority, and the sponsor is invited to
apply for mortgage commitment, at which stage(s) further techni-
cal processing is completed. (No new applications for project
mortgage insurance are being accepted.)

Deadlines: No new applications are being accepted.

Range of Approval/Disapproval Time: Not applicable.

Appeals: Not applicable.

Renewals: Not applicable.
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ASSISTANCE CONSIDERATIONS:

Formula and Matching Requirements: Assistance payments are made
monthly by HUD to the mortgagee, and may bring the effective
interest rate paid by the mortgagor down to as low as one per-
cent. Benefits received in this way are passed on to those families
qualifying for assistance. Assisted families are required to pay for
rent at least 25 percent of their adjusted income (income after cer-
tain allowable deductions), but not in excess of the fair market
rent.

Length and Time Phasing of Assistance: The mortgage term normally
extends for 40 years. Interest reduction payments may extend for
the full term of the mortgage. For individual families, assistance
ceases when their income exceeds the maximum allowable for re-
ceiving the benefits of subsidy.

POST ASSISTANCE REQUIREMENTS:

Reports: Any change of the mortgagor during the period of mort-
gage insurance must be approved by HUD. Defaults in meeting
the mortgage terms must be reported. All mortgagors are required
to submit an annual financial statement to HUD. Approved mort-
gagees, upon request by HUD, must furnish a copy of their latest
financial statement.

Audits: The Department of Housing and Urban Development re-
serves the right to audit the accounts of either the mortgagee or
mortgagor in order to determine their compliance and conform-
ance with FHA regulations and standards.

Records: Tenant applications for assistance payments and annual re-
certifications must be forwarded to the Insuring or Area Office by
the sponsor. Regular financial reports are also required. Mortgag-
ees must service and maintain records in accordance with accept-
able mortgage practices and HUD regulations.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

Account Identification: 86-0148-0-1-604; 86-0139-0-1-604; 86-4070-0-3-
371

Obligations: (Use of appropriation to liquidate contract authority)
(Housing payments) FY 79 $640,953,000; FY 80 est $643,000,000;
and FY 81 est $638,000,000. Except as necessary to meet bona fide
commitments which cannot be met under the Lower Income
Housing Assistance program, reservations for additional projects
will not be made under the program.

Range and Average of Financial Assistance: See USES AND USE
RESTRICTIONS.

PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS: In fiscal year 1979, 398 units
were insured for a value of $12,742,700. Cumulative totals through
September 30, 1979 are 463,179 units insured with a value of
$7,967,517,667.

REGULATIONS, GUIDELINES, AND LITERATURE: Fact Sheet:
Rental and Co-op Housing for Lower Income Families. No
charge; 24 CFR 236 et seq.

INFORMATION CONTACTS:

Regional or Local Office: Contact the appropriate local HUD Office
listed in the Catalog address appendix.

Headquarters Office: For Production Information: Director, Multi-
family Development Division, Office of Multifamily Housing De-
velopment, Housing, Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, Washington, DC 20410. Telephone: (202) 755-9280. For
Management Information: Director, Office of Multifamily Housing
and Occupancy Management, Housing, Department of Housing
and Urban Development, Washington, DC 20410. Telephone:
(202) 755-5866.



RELATED PROGRAMS: 10.405, Farm Labor Housing Loans and
Grants; 14.124, Mortage Insurance-Investor Sponsored Coopera-
tive Housing; 14.126, Mortage Insurance-Management Type Coop-
erative Projects; 14.134, Mortgage Insurance-Rental Housing;
14.137, Mortgage Insurance-Rental and Cooperative Housing for
Low and Moderate Income Families, Market Interest Rate; 14.141,
Nonprofit Sponsor Assistance Program; 14.149, Rent Supplements-
Rental Housing for Lower Income Families; 14.158, Public Hous-
ing-Modernization of Projects.

EXAMPLES OF FUNDED PROJECTS: Not applicable.

CRITERIA FOR SELECTING PROPOSALS: Not applicable.

14.105 INTEREST REDUCTION—HOMES FOR
LOWER INCOME FAMILIES

(23531)

FEDERAL AGENCY: HOUSING, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

AUTHORIZATION: National Housing Act, as amended in 1968, Sec-
tion 235(i); Public Law 90-448; 12 U.S.C. 1715(b), 1715(z); Public
Law 94-375, 12 U.S.C. 1715z.

OBJECTIVES: To make homeownership more readily available to
lower income families by providing interest reduction payments
on a monthly basis to lenders on behalf of the lower income fami-
lies.

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE: Direct Payments for Specified Use; Guar-
anteed/Insured Loans.

USES AND USE RESTRICTIONS: HUD insures lenders against losses
on mortgage loans. These loans may be used to finance the pur-
chase of a new or substantially rehabilitated single-family dwelling
or condominium unit approved prior to beginning of construction
or beginning of substantial rehabilitation. Maximum insurable loans
for an occupant mortgagor are as follows: 3-bedroom home,
$32,000, or up to $38,000 in high cost areas. For a large family,
the limit for a 4-bedroom home is $38,000, or up to $44,000 in
high cost areas. Insured loans may also be used to finance the pur-
chase of a mobile home consisting of two or more modules and a
lot on which such mobile home is or will be situated.

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS:

Applicant Eligibility: Families, handicapped persons or single persons
62 years old or older are eligible to receive the benefits of the sub-
sidies and the mortgage insurance if they fall within established
income limitations and are otherwise eligible as explained in pro-
gram literature.

Beneficiary Eligibility: Same as Applicant Eligibility.

Credentials/Documentation: Documentation regarding the character-
istics of the property and the qualifications of the purchaser is as-
sembled by the mortgage lender submitting the application.

APPLICATION AND AWARD PROCESS:

Preapplication Coordination: Application conference with the mort-
gage lender submitting the application is suggested. Applications
are subject to State and areawide clearinghouses review pursuant
to procedures in Part I, Attachment A of OMB Circular No. A-95
(revised). HUD Regional and field Offices will transmit a copy of
the initial application to the appropriate State clearinghouses and
metropolitan or regional clearinghouses. An environmental impact
statement is required for this program.

Application Procedure: Application, along with necessary exhibits, is
submitted to local HUD Field Office through the approved mort-
gage lender.

Award Procedure: The HUD office informs the mortgage lender of
approval or disapproval.

Deadlines: None.

Range of Approval/Disapproval Time: Normal processing time is 7
days for approval of the property and 3 days for approval of the
home purchaser.

Appeals: HUD will state the reason for refusing an application. The
applicant may reapply, subject to concurrence of the mortgage
lender.

Renewals: Not applicable.

ASSISTANCE CONSIDERATIONS:

Formuls and Matching Requirements: For eligible families, down
payment must be 3 percent of the acquisition cost. Assistance par~
ments are made monthly to the lender and may reduce the effe,
tive interest rate paid by the homeowner to as low as 4 percent.
Assisted families are required to pay at least 20 percent of their
adjusted income (gross income after certain allowable deductions)
for mortgage payment.

Length and Time Phasing of Assistance: Interest reduction payments
may extend for the full mortgage term, but cease when the assist-
ed family’s income exceeds the maximum allowable for receiving
the benefits of the subsidy. The mortgage term may extend for 30
years.

POST ASSISTANCE REQUIREMENTS:

Reports: To allow the proper adjustment in the subsidy, the purchas-
er is required to recertify his income and family status annually.

Audits: Same as Reports. The Department of Housing and Urban
Development reserves the right to audit the accounts of mortgage
lenders to determine compliance with the regulations and stand-
ards.

Records: Forms to be used for recertifications are supplied by the
mortgage lenders and all lenders are required to maintain records
in accordance with acceptable mortgage practices.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

Account Identification: 86-0139-0-1-604; 86-0148-0-1-604; 86-4070-0-3-
371

Obligations: (Use of appropriation to liquidate contract authority)
(Housing payments) For the criginal program, FY 79 $81,977,000;
FY 80 est $56,000,000; and FY 81 est $51,000,000. For the revised
program, FY 79 $18,735,000; FY 80 est $40,000,000; and FY 81 est
$97,000,000.

Range and Average of Financial Assistance: Estimated average $327
per year in interest subsidy payments per unit for the original prc
gram and $1,013 per unit per year for the revised program.

PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS: In fiscal year 1979, 44 units
were insured under the original program with a value of $708,850
and 13,662 units were insured under the revised program with a
value of $465,762,078. Cumulative totals through September 30,
1979 are 473,032 units insured with a value of $8,456,660,790 for
the original program and 26,384 units insured with a value of
$824,592,915 under the revised program.

REGULATIONS, GUIDELINES, AND LITERATURE: HUD Hand-
book, FHA 4210.1, “Homeownership for Lower Income Fami-
lies;” 24 CFR 235.1 et seq; Fact Sheet: “HUD’s Homeownership
Subsidy program,” no charge.

INFORMATION CONTACTS:

Regional or Local Office: Contact the appropriate HUD Field Office
listed in the address appendix.

Headquarters Office: For Production Information: Director, Single
Family Development Division, Office of Single Family Housing,
Housing, Department of Housing and Urban Development, Wash-
ington, DC 20410. Telephone: (202) 755-6720. For Management
Information: Director, Single Family Loan Servicing Division,
Office of Single Family Housing, Department of Housing and
Urban Development, Washington, DC 20410. Telephone: (202)
755-6700.

RELATED PROGRAMS: 14.110, Moblie Home Loan Insurance-Fi-
nancing Purchase of Mobile Homes as Principal Residences of
Borrowers; 14.112, Mortgage Insurance-Construction or substan-
tial Rehabilitation of Condominium Projects; 14.117, Mortgage In-
surance-Homes; 14.120, Mortgage Insurance-Homes for Low and
Moderate Income Families; 14.124, Mortgage Insurance-Investor
Sponsored Cooperative Housing; 14.126, Mortgage Insurance
Management Type Cooperative Projects; 14.133, Mortgage Insm
ance-Purchase of Units in Condomiminums; 14.147, Low Income
Housing-Home Ownership for Low-Income Families; 15.115,
Indian Housing-Development.

EXAMPLES OF FUNDED PROJECTS: Not applicable.

CRITERIA FOR SELECTING PROPOSALS: Not applicable.
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14.135 MORTGAGE INSURANCE—RENTAL
HOUSING FOR MODERATE INCOME FAMILIES

221 4)

EDERAL AGENCY: HOUSING, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

AUTHORIZATION: National Housing Act, as amended in 1959, Sec-
tion 221; Public Law 86-372; 12 U.S.C. 1715(1).

OBJECTIVES: To provide good quality rental housing within the
price range of low and moderate income families.

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE: Guaranteed/Insured Loans.

USES AND USE RESTRICTIONS: HUD insures lenders against loss
on mortgages. Insured mortgages may be used to finance con-
struction or rehabilitation of detached, semidetached, row,
walkup, or elevator-type rental housing containing 5 or more
units. The unit mortgage limits for non-elevator a2partments are as
follows: efficiency, $19,406; one bedroom, $22,028; two bedrooms,
$26,625; three bedrooms, $33,420; four or more bedrooms, $37,870.
Unit mortgage limits are somewhat higher for elevator-type struc-
tures. In areas where cost levels so require, limits per family unit
may be increased up to 75 percent. Rental rates must permit occu-
pancy by moderate income families and rents may be paid by the
families or with Section 8 rental assistance.

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS:

Applicant Eligibility: Profit motivated sponsors, limited distribution
and nonprofit sponsors, and others who meet FHA requirements
for mortgagors.

Beneficiary Eligibility: All families are eligible to occupy a dwelling
in a structure whose mortgage is insured under the program, sub-
ject to normal tenant selection.

Credentials/Documentation: Documentation regarding the character-
istics of the property and the qualifications of the mortgagor are
assembled by the mortgagee and submitted with the application.

WPPLICATION AND AWARD PROCESS:

Preapplication Coordination: The sponsor will have an initial confer-
ence with the local HUD field office which does multifamily
processing 1o determine the preliminary feasibility of the project
before a site appraisal and market analysis application is submitted.
HUD Regional and Area Offices will transmit a copy of the com-
mitment application to the appropriate State clearinghouses and
metropolitan or regional clearinghouses. Applications are subject
to State and areawide clgaringhouses review pursuant to proce-

dures of Part I, Attachment A of OMB Circular No. A-95 (re-
vised). An environmental assessment is required for this program.

Application Procedure: The sponsor submits a formal application
through an FHA-approved mortgagee to the local HUD fi eld
office which does multifamily processing.

Award Procedure: If the project meets program requirements, the
HUD Field Office issues a cor'nmitment to insure the mortgage to
the lender.

Deadlines: Deadlines are established on 2 case-by-case basis by the
local HUD office, and are mutually agreed to at the pre-commit-
ment conference.

Range of Approval/Disapproval Time: Processing time, depending

3

upon the degree of preparation by the sponsor, will range from 3 _

to 9 months.

Appeals: If an application for mortgage insurance is refused, HUD

will state the reasons for the refusal. If reapplication is desired, the
applicant may reapply subject to concurrence of the lender.

Renewals: The term of a commitment to insure may be extended
under certain circumstances when more time is required.

ASSISTANCE CONSIDERATIONS:

Formula and Matching Requirements: The maximum amount of the

i loan would be equal to 90 percent of the estimated replacement
cost in most cases. The current maximum permissible interest rate
is 13 percent plus .5 percent for mortgage insurance premium. The
HUD site appraisal and market analysis application and commit-
ment fee is $3 per $1,000 of the mortgage amount. The HUD in-
spection fee may not exceed $5 per $1,000 of the mortgage
amount.

Length and Time Phasing of Assistance: The mortgage term is 40
years, or not appreciably in excess of 3/4 of the remaining eco-
nomic life, whichever is less.

POST ASSISTANCE REQUIREMENTS:

Reports: Any change of the mortgagor during the period of mort-
gage insurance must be approved by FHA. Defaults in meeting
the mortgage terms must be reported. All mortgagors are required
to submit an annual financial statement to FHA. All approved
mortgagees at any time upon request by FHA must furnish a copy
of their latest financial statement.

Audits: The Department of Housing and Urban Development re-
serves the right to audit the accounts of either the mortgagee or
mortgagor in order to determine their compliance and conform-
ance with FHA regulations and standards.

Records: Mortgagees are required to service and maintain records in
accordance with acceptable mortgage practices of prudent lending
institutions and the FHA regulations.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

Account Identification: 86:4070-0-3-371.

Obligations: (Mortgages insured) reported under program No.
14.137.

Range and Average of Financial Assistance: See USES AND USE
RESTRICTIONS.

PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS: Reported under program No.
14.137.

REGULATIONS, GUIDELINES, AND LITERATURE: 24 CFR 221
et seq.; Fact Sheet: Rental Housing for Moderate Income Fami-
lies, no charge; HUD Handbook 4560.2, Mortgage Insurance for
Moderate-Income Housing Projects, Section 221 (d)(4), no charge.

INFORMATION CONTACTS:

:  Regional or Local Office: Persons are encouraged to communicate

! with the nearest local HUD Office listed in the Catalog address

2y appendix.

Headquarters Office: Director, Multifamily Development Division,
Office of Multifamily Housing Development, Housing, Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development, ‘Washington, DC
20410. Telephone: (202) 755-9280.

RELATED PROGRAMS: 14.134, Mortgage Insurance-Rental Housing;
14.137, Mortgage Insurance-Rental and Cooperative Housing for
Low and Moderate Income Families, Market Interest Rate.

EXAMPLES OF FUNDED PROJECTS: Not applicable.

CRITERIA FOR SELECTING PROPOSALS: Not applicable.

14.137 MORTGAGE INSURANCE-RENTAL AND
COOPERATIVE HOUSING FOR LOW AND
MODERATE INCOME FAMILIES, MARKET

INTEREST RATE

(221(d)(3) Market Rate)

FEDERAL AGENCY: HOUSING, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

AUTHORIZATION: National Housing Act, as amended in 1954, Sec-
tion 221; Public Law 83-560; 12 U.S.C. 1715(1). .

OBJECTIVES: To provide good quality rental or cooperative housing |
within the price range of low- and moderate-income families. !

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE: Guaranteed/Insured Loans. :

USES AND USE RESTRICTIONS: HUD insures lenders against loss
on mortgages. Insured mortgages may be used to finance con-
struction or rehabilitation of rental or cooperative detached, semi-
detached, row, walk-up, or elevator structures, or to finance the
purchase of properties which have been rehabilitated by a local
public agency. Such housing must have five or more units. The
unit mortgage limits for non-elevator apartments are as follows: ef-
ficiency, $19,406; one bedroom, $33,195; two bedroom, $26,985;
three bedroom, $34,541; four or more bedrooms, $38,480. Unit
mortgage limits are somewhat higher for elevator-type structures
and nonprofit mortgagors. In areas where cost levels so require,
limits per family unit may be increased up to 75 percent. Most
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rent supplement projects were built under this program although
this program is also used independently of rent supplement. Rental
rates must permit occupancy by moderate income families and
rents may be paid by the families or with Section 8 rental assist-
ance.

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS:

Applicant Eligibility: Eligible sponsors include public, nonprofit, co-
operative, builder-seller, investor-sponsor, limited distribution
mortgagors and general mortgagors.

Beneficiary Eligibility: All families are eligible to occupy a dwelling
in a structure whose mortgage is insured under the program, sub-
ject t0 normal tenant selection requirements for private rental
housing. Low-income families may qualify for rent supplement
benefits when the mortgagor has qualified for this assistance. A
preference must be given to displacees.

Credentials/Documentation: A nonprofit sponsor must receive from
FHA, certification of eligibility prior to submission of a formal
project application.

APPLICATION AND AWARD PROCESS:

Preapplication Coordination: The sponsor will have an initial confer-

ence with the local HUD Area or Insuring Office to determine

the preliminary feasibility of the project before a site appraisal and _

market analysis application is submitted. Applications are subject
to State and areawide clearinghouses review pursuant to proce-
dures in Part I, Attachment A of OMB Circular No. A-95 (re-
vised). An environmental impact statement is required for this pro-
gram. ‘

Application Procedure: The sponsor submits a formal application
through an FHA-approved mortgagee to the local HUD field
office which does multifamily processing.

Award Procedure: The local HUD office reviews the application in
order to determine whether the proposal is feasible. Consider-
ations include market need, zoning, architectural merits, capabili-
ties of sponsors, availability of community resources, etc.

Deadlines: Deadlines are established on a case-by-case basis by the
local HUD office, and are mutually agreed to at the pre-commit-
ment conference.

Range of Approval/Disapproval Time: Processing time, depending
upon the degree of preparation by the sponsor, will range from 6
to 9 months.

Appeals: If an application for mortgage insurance is refused, HUD
will state the reasons for the refusal. If reapplication is desired, the
applicant may reapply subject to concurrence of the lender.

Renewals: The term of a commitment to insure may be extended
when more time is required.

ASSISTANCE CONSIDERATIONS:

Formula and Matching Requirements: For limited distribution mort-
gagors, the maximum amount of the loan would be equal to 90
percent of the estimated replacement cost in most cases. The cur-
rent maximum permissible interest rate is 13 percent plus 1/2 per-
cent for mortage insurance premium. For other mortgagors the
maximum amount of the loan would be equal to 100 percent of the
estimated replacement cost in most cases.

Length and Time Phasing of Assistance: The mortgage term is 40

© Yyears, or not appreciably in excess of three-fourths of the remain-
ing economic life, whichever is less.
POST ASSISTANCE REQUIREMENTS:

Reports: Any change of the mortgagor during the period of mort-
gage insurance must be approved by FHA. Defaults in meeting
the mortgage terms must be reported. All mortgagors are required
to submit an annual financial statement to FHA. All approved
mortgagees at any time upon request by FHA must furnish a copy
of their latest financial statement.

Audits: The Department of Housing and Urban Development re-
serves the right to audit the accounts of either the mortgagee or
mortgagor in order to determine their compliance and conform-
ance with FHA regulations and standards.

Records: Mortgagees are required to service and maintain records in
accordance with acceptable mortgage practices of prudent lending
institutions and the FHA regulations.
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FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

Account Identification: 86-4070-0-3-371.

Obligations: (Mortgages insured-including funding for 14.135) FY. 79
$1,960,446,755; FY 80 est $2,093,49,000; FY 81 est 52,398,455

Range and Average of Financial Assistance: See USES AND*
RESTRICTIONS

PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS: In fiscal year 1979, 70,249 units
valued at $1,960,446,755 were insured. Cumulative totals through
September 30, 1979 are 771,327 units valued at $13,633,539,651.

REGULATIONS, GUIDELINES, AND LITERATURE: Fact Sheet: -
Rental Housing (Market Interest Rate) for Low and Moderate
Income Families (Mortgage Insurance), no charge; Section
221(d)(3) Market Interest Rate for Project Mortgage Insurance,
HUD Handbook 4560.1, no charge; 24 CFR 221 et seq.

INFORMATION CONTACTS:

Regional or Local Office: Contact the appropriate local HUD office
listed in the Catalog address appendix.

Headquarters Office: For production information: Director, Multi-
family Development Division, Office of Multifamily Housing De-
velopment, Housing, Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, Washington, DC 20410. Telephone: (202) 755-9280; for man-
agement information: Director, Office of Multifamily Housing
Management and Occupancy, Housing, Department of Housing
and Urban Development, Washington, DC 20410. Telephone:
(202) 755-5866. _

RELATED PROGRAMS: 10.415, Rural Rental Housing Loans; 14.103,
Interest Reduction Payments-Rental and Cooperative Housing for
ILower Income Families; 14.124, Mortgage Insurance-Inventor
Sponsored Cooperative Housing; 14.126, Mortgage Insurance-
Management Type Cooperative Projects; 14.134, Mortgage Insur-
ance-Rental Housing; 14.135, Mortgage Insurance-Rental Housing
for Moderate Income Families; 14.149, Rent Supplements-Rental
Housing for Lower Income Families.

EXAMPLES OF FUNDED PROJECTS: Not applicable. .

CRITERIA FOR SELECTING PROPOSALS: Not applicable. ‘

14.156 LOWER—INCOME HOUSING ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM (SECTION 8)
(Section 8—Housing Assistance Payments Program for
Lower Income Families)

- FEDERAL AGENCY: HOUSING, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING

AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

AUTHORIZATION: Housing Act of 1937, Public Law 75-412; 42
U.S.C. 1401-1435, as amended by the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974, Public Law 93-383; 88 Stat. 662, 42
U.S.C. 1437f; the Supplemental Housing Authorization Act of
1977, Public Law 95-24; 91 Stat. 53; and the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1977, Public Law 95-128; 91 Stat. 1111;
Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1978,
Public Law 95-557; 92 Stat. 2080.

OBJECTIVES: To aid lower-income families in obtaining decent, safe
and sanitary housing in private accommodations and to promote
economically mixed existing, newly constructed, and substantially
and moderately rehabilitated housing.

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE: Direct Payments for Specified Use; Project
Grants.

USES AND USE RESTRICTIONS: Provides housing assistance pay-
ments to participating private owners and Public Housing Agen-
cies to provide decent, safe and sanitary housing for lower and
very low-income families at rents they can afford. Housing assist-
ance payments are used to make up the difference betwee
maximum approved rent due to the owner for the dwelling,
which is reasonable in relation to comparable market units and «
occupant family’s required contribution towards rent. Assisted
families are required to contribute not less than 15, nor more than
25 percent of their adjusted family income toward rent.



ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS:

Applicant Eligibility: Any private owner (profit-motivated and non-
profit, cooperative, or an authorized public housing agency (any
State, county, municipality or other governmental entity or public
body (or agency or instrumentality thereof) which is authorized to
engage in or assist il the development or operation of housing for
low-income families).

Beneficiary Eligibility: Very low-income families (whose income
does not exceed 50 percent of the median income for the area as
determined by the Secretary with adjustments for “smaller and

larger families); lower income families (whpse‘incomc does not .
exceed 80 percent of the median income fof the area adjusted for
family size). A very low income or lower income single person

who is elderly, disabled or handicapped, displaced, or the remain-
ing member of an eligible tenant family is also eligible. At least 30
percent of the families assisted should be very low income families
with gross incomes not in excess of 50 percent of area median
income.

Credentials/Documentation: In the Existing Housing and Moderate
Rehabilitation Program, the Public Housing Agency must support
its application by furnishing data that the program proposed is
consistent with any applicable Local Housing Assistance Plan. In
the absence of such a Plan, demonstrate that the proposed pro-
gram is responsive to the condition of the housing stock in the
community and the housing assistance needs of lower-income fam-
ilies (including the elderly, handicapped and disabled, large fami-
lies and those displaced or who will be displaced) residing in or
expected to reside in the community; and that there is or will be
available in the area public facilities and services adequate to serve
the proposed housing. In the case of a Housing Finance or Devel-
opment Agency (HFDA) application, the HFDA shall provide
certification that based upon an HFDA or HFDA-approved hous-
ing needs study, there is need for housing assistance for the
number and size of units applied for: An application for housing to
be newly constructed or substantially rehabilitated under the Sec-
tion 8 HFDA program is exempt from the provisions of Section
213(a) of the HCD Act unless the unit of general local govern-
ment in which the assistance is to be provided objects in its Hous-

ing Assistance Plan to the exemption. In the latter case, no aooli- -

catic\ﬂ for housing may be approved by HUD unless HUD re-
quirements implementing the provisions of Section 213 or the
HCD Act have been satisfied. In the Section 8 New Construction
and Substantial Rehabilitation Programs administered directly by
HUD, proposals are generally submitted in response to Notifica-
tions of Fund Availability published for specific allocation areas,
based on that area’s Fair Share Allocations. Selections are general-
ly made on a competitive basis. Previously submitted “pipeline”
proposals which are of high quality and were found approvable
but not -funded in the prior fiscal year are reviewed first, when
any new contract authority becomes available. If additional au-
thority remains, HUD may consider preapproved sites, and in cer-
tain areas, permit selection of developers by local governments.
Where there are set-asides for projects to be owned by local
public housing agencies or to be located in HUD-approved New
Communities or for other purposes, proposals may be received,
processed and approved without the need to await specified ac-
ceptance periods or to undergo formal competition. In the case of
a geographic area for which there is an approved Housing Assist-
ance Plan, the Economic and Market Analysis Division of HUD
field offices will examine each Plan and prepare a recommended
mix, number of units by bedroom size, and elderly-nonelderly dis-
tribution, which takes into account and is consistent with the con-
tents of the Plan. In the case of a geographic area where there is
no approved Housing Assistance Plan, the Economic and Market
Analysis Division of HUD field offices will prepare a recommend-
ed program mix, number of units by bedroom distribution, and el-
derly/nonelderly mix.
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APPLICATION AND AWARD PROCESS:

Preapplication Coordination: The Chief Executive Officer of the unit
of general local government in which the proposed housing is to
be carried out will have an opportunity to comment on the pro-
posed housing. Where there is an approved Housing Assistance
Plag, the local government has the opportunity to object to the
approval of the application on the grounds that the application is
inconsistent with its Housing Assistance Plan. Where there is no
Housing Assistance Plan, the local government has an opportunity
to comment upon, or provide information concerning the need for
housing assistance and the availability of local facilities and public
services to serve the proposed housing. The cover letter will
invite a response within 30 days. Within inreshold limits of the
Procedures for Protection and Enhancement of Environmental
Quality (38FR 19182), an environmental impact statement may be
required for this program. Applications are subject to State and
areawide clearinghouses review pursuant to procedures in Part I,
Attachment A of OMB Circular No. A-95 (revised).

Application Procedure: Submission of Application for Housing Assist-,
ance Payments Program (Form HUD-52515), Existing Housing;
Submission’ of application for Housing Assistance Payments Pro-
gram (Form HUD-52515A), Moderate Rehabilitation; Submission
for Assignment of Portion of Set-Aside to Specific Project, Hous-
ing Finance or Development Agencies (Form HUD-52516); and
submission of Preliminary Proposals in response to a HUD “Noti-
fication of Fund Availability” or other invitation for newly con-
structed and/or substantially rehabilitated units.

Award Procedure: The local HUD Field Office Director (or Region-
al administrator for Region VIII) makes final decision to authorize
approval of individual applications, or approve selection of Pre-
liminary Proposals.

Deadlines: Generally, receipt of Preliminary Proposals for newly -
constructed and/or substantially rehabilitated housing by HUD
shall be no less than 35 calendar days after the date of the first
publication in a newspaper(s) of general circulation. Generally, ap-
plications for existing and moderately rehabilitated housing should
be submitted within 30 days and 60 days, respectively, from the

“date of HUD invitation. Modification of the deadline may be al-
lowed, under certain circumstances. Field offices are allowed to
issue open ended NOFAS for new construction family projects or
substantial rehabilitation projects. !
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Range of Approval/Disapproval Time: Approximately 30 to 90 days
for receipt and clearance of preliminary applications and prelimi-
nary proposals, contingent upon method of production.

Appesls: Not applicable.

Renewals: Not applicable.

ASSISTANCE CONSIDERATIONS:

Formula and Matching Requirements: There are no matching require-
ments. .

Length and Time Phasing of Assistance: Assistance payments for any
unit may run for a minimum period of one month and for the fol- .
lowing maximum periods. In the case of units under contract in
the Existing program, payments may be made generaily for 12 to
36 months and may be renewed for up to 180 months. For units
under the Moderate Rehabilitation Program, payments may be
made for up to 180 months. In the case of new or substantially re-
habilitated units, payments may be made for up to 360 months
(except that if the project is owned by or financed by a loan or
loan guarantee from, a State or local agency, payments may run
for as long as 480 months).



POST ASSISTANCE REQUIREMENTS:

Reports: Initial Estimate of Required. Annual Contributions (Prelimi-
nary Costs), HUD Form 52671; Estimate of Required Annual
Contributions, HUD Form 52672; Estimate of Total Required
Annual Contributions, HUD Form 52673; and Requisition for Par-
tial Payment of Annual Contributions Housing Assistance Pay-
ments Program, HUD Form 52663; Housing Owners Certification
and Application for Housing Assistance Payments, HUD Form
52670; Schedule of Housing Assistance Payments Payable, HUD
Form 52670A.

Audits: Periodic fiscal, occupancy, general management and mainte-
nance audits.

Records: Those necessary to indicate compliance with Annual Con-
tributions Contract/Housing Assistance Payments Contract.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

Account Identification: (Housing Payments) 86-0139-0-1-604.

- Obligations: (Use of Appropriation to Liquidate Countract Authority)
FY 79 $2,560,078,000; FY 80 est $3,580,000,000; and FY 81 est
$4,632,000,000.

Range and Average of Financial Assistance: Amount necessary to
lease units and cover related administration, management and
maintenance and operating expenses including utilities, not to
exceed HUD approved reasonable rents for constructed or exist-
ing comparable units, offering equivalent accommodations, utilities
and services, for the housing area in which the units will be locat-
ed.

PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS: By the end of fiscal year 1979, a
total of 898,441 units were receiving subsidies under this program.

REGULATIONS, GUIDELINES, AND LITERATURE: Section 8
Housing Assistance Payments Program, New Construction Proc-
essing Handbook ,7420.1; Substantial Rehabilitation Processing
Handbook, 7420.2; Existing Housing and Moderate Rehabilitation
Processing Handbook, 7420.3; Housing Finance and Development
Agencies Processing Handbook, 7420.4; PHA Administrative
Practices Handbook for the Section 8 Existing Housing Program,
7420.7; Regulations published in Federal Register April 22, April
26, May 13, 1976, July 6, 1977; May 4, 1979; Accounting Hand-
book 7420.6 dated 8/6/78 and 12/29/78.

INFORMATION CONTACTS:

Regional or Local Office: HUD Field Office listed in the Catalog ad-
dress appendix that has jurisdiction over the area in which the
dwellings are to be located. For Region VIII, contact the HUD
Assistant Regional Administrator for Housing.

Headquarters Office: For Existing Housing and Moderate Rehabilita-
tion - Public Housing and Indian Programs, Housing, Department
of Housing and Urban Development, Washington, DC_20410.
Telephone: (202) 755-6522. For New Construction and Substantial
Rehabilitation - Multifamily Housing, Housing, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, Washington, DC 20410. Tele-
phone (202) 755-6495. 7

"RELATED PROGRAMS: 14.146, Low Income Housing-Assistance
Program (Public Housing); 14.147, Low-Income Housing-Home-
ownership for Low-Income Families.

EXAMPLES OF FUNDED PROJECTS: Not applicable.
CRITERIA FOR SELECTING PROPOSALS: Not applicable.

14.157 HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY OR
HANDICAPPED
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FEDERAL AGENCY: HOUSING, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

AUTHORIZATION: Housing Act of 1959, as amended by the Hous-
ing and Community Development Act of 1974, Title II, Public
Law 86-372, 12 U.S.C. 1701q, 73 Stat. 654, 667.

OBJECTIVES: To provide for rental or cooperative housing and relat-
ed facilities (such as central dining) for the elderly or handi-
capped.

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE: Direct Loans.
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USES AND USE RESTRICTIONS: Direct loans may be used to fi-
nance the construction or rehabilitation of rental or cooperative
detached, semidetached, row, walk-up or elevator-type strucn-res

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS:

Applicant Eligibility: Private nonprofit corporations and coi.
cooperatives. Public bodies and their instrumentalities are not <a-
gible Section 202 applicants.

Beneficiary Eligibility: Beneficiaries of housing developed under this
program must be elderly (62 years of age or older), physically
handicapped, or developmentally disabled. Families whose in-
comes fall within 80 percent of the median family income for the
area in which the project is located may benefit from subsidy pay-
ments under the Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program.

Credentials/Documentation: The nonprofit applicant and borrower
must receive certification of eligibility from HUD. The applicant

must submit financial statements to support its ability to provide a -
capital investment of 1/2 of 1 percent of the mortgage amount, up

to a maximum of $10,000.
APPLICATION AND AWARD PROCESS:

Preapplication Coordination: At the Section 8 processing stage, a
copy of each application/proposal will be forwarded to the Chief
Executive Officer of the unit of local government in which the
housing is to be located. The cover letter will invite a response
within 30 days. Withiin threshold limits of the procedures for Pro-
tection and Enhancement of the Environmental Quality (36 F.R.
19182), an environmental impact statement may by required for
this program. Applications are subject to State and areawide

clearinghouses review ‘pursuant to procedures in Part I, Attach- .

ment A of OMB Circular No. A-95 (revised).

Application Procedure: A general announcement of Fund Availability

i

is published in the Federal Register early in each fiscal year an-
nouncing the availability of funds to HUD field offices. Applicants |

must submit 2 Request for Fund Reservation in response to an in-
vitation published by the local HUD field office.

Award Procedure: Applications are reviewed and selected f01
ing within the funding allocation of the particular HUD .

office. Those selected for funding must meet basic program re-
quirements including but not limited to: eligibility as a nonprofit :
corporation, financial capacity and prior experience in housing or '
related service activities. The Request for Direct Loan Financing,
using FHA Form 2013, is reviewed to determine acceptability of
project site and market, correctness of zoning, effect on environ-

ment, value of site and financial feasibility.

Deadlines: Applications must be submitted within the time period
specified in the invitation, usually 6 to 10 weeks.

Range of Approval/Disapproval Time: Data not yet available on
which to make a determination.

Appeals: None.

Renewals: None.

ASSISTANCE CONSIDERATIONS:
Formula and Matching Requirements: Not applicable.

Length and Time Phasing of Assistance: The loan period may not

exceed 40 years. Section 8 payments may not exceed 20 years. To
maintain fund reservation, project must be placed under construc-
tion within 18 months from the time the notice of approval is re-
ceived. One extension may be granted, not to exceed six months.
Funds will be advanced on a monthly basis during construction
for work in place.

POST ASSISTANCE REQUIREMENTS:

Reports: Any change in the borrower during the period of the loan
must be approved by HUD. All borrowers will by required to
submit an annual financial statement to HUD.

Audits: HUD reserves the right to audit the accounts of the borrow-
er in order to determine compliance and conformance with H'™D
regulations and standards.

Records: Regular financial reports are required. Borrowers .
service and maintain records in accordance with acceptable mo -

gage practices and HUD regulations. Borrower must also supply -

those necessary to indicate compliance with the Section 8 con-
tract.
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" FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

e

Account Identification: 86-4115-0-3-371.

Obligations: (Loans) FY 79 $815,345,000; FY 80 est $839,016,000;
and FY 81 est $830,000,000.

Range and Average of Financial Assistance: Approximate average
award $4,661,200.

PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENT: In fiscal year 1979, 22,525 units
were funded for a total of $815,345,000. Cumulative totals through
September 30, 1979 are 97,146 units funded for a total of
$3,160,978,000.

REGULATIONS, GUIDELINES, AND LITERATURE: 24 CFR 885;
HUD Handbook 4571.1 Rev.

INFORMATION CONTACTS:

Regional or Local Office: Contact the appropriate HUD Area or
Multifamily Service Office listed in the Catalog address appendix.
Headquarters Office: Elderly, Cooperative and Health Facilities Di-

vision, Office of Multifamily Housing Development, Housing, De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development, Washington, DC
20410. Telephone: (202) 755-6142.

RELATED PROGRAMS: 14.141, Nonprofit Sponsor Assistance Pro-
gram; 14.156, Lower-Income Housing Assistance Program.

EXAMPLES OF FUNDED PROJECTS: Not applicable.

" CRITERIA FOR SELECTING PROPOSALS: Not applicable.

14.218 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK
GRANTS/ENTITLEMENT GRANTS
FEDERAL AGENCY: COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVEL-

OPMENT, DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DE-
VELOPMENT

AUTHORIZATION: Title I of the Housing and Community Deveiop- |

ment Act of 1974, Public Law 93-383 as amended by the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1977, Public Law 95-128
and the Housing and Community Development Amendments of
1978, Public Law 95-557; 42 U.S.C.-5301-5317.

OBJECTIVES: To develop viable urban communities, including decent
housing and a suitable living environment, and expand economic
opportunities, principally for persons of low and moderate income.

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE: Formula Grants.

USES AND USE RESTRICTIONS: Cities may undertake a wide range
of activities directed toward neighborhood revitalization, econom-
ic development, and provision of improved community facilities
and services. (The Block Grant Program consolidates seven
former community development-type categorical programs, in-
cluding Urban Renewal, Model Cities, Neighborhood Facilities,
Open Space Land, Historical Preservation, Urban Beautification,
the Basic Water and Sewer Facilities Program, Public Facilities
Loans, and Rehabilitation Loans.) Some of the specific activities
that can be carried out with block grant funds include acquisition
of real property, relocation and demolition, rehabilitation of resi-
dential and nonresidential structures, and provisions of public
facilities and improvements, such as water and sewer facilities,
streets, and neighborhood centers. In addition, block grant furds
are available to pay for certain public services which are neces-
sary or appropriate to support other block grant ‘activities. Units
of local government may contract with other local agencies or
nonprofit organizations to carry out part or all of their programs.
Generally, communities are restricted from constructing or reha-
bilitating public facilities for the general conduct of government
and certain community-wide facilities, (.e., Stadiums, sports
arenas, cultural centers, central libraries, convention centers), and
from underwriting the cost of constructing new housing, or of
making housing allowance- or other income maintenance-type
payments. Neighborhood-based nonprofit organizations, local de-
velopment corporations or Small Business Investment Companies
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may act as subgrantees to carry out neighborhood revitalization or
community economic development projects in furtherance of
block grant objectives. Cities have the discretion to design pro-
grams and establish priorities for the use of funds, so long as the
programs conform to the statutory standards and program regula-
tions. All projects or activities must either principally benefit low
and moderate-income persons, aid in the prevention or elimination
of slums and blight or meet other community development needs
having a particular urgency.
ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS:

Applicant Eligibility: Cities in SMSA’s with populations in excess of
50,000, “urban counties,” as defined in the Act, and cities with
populations of under 50,000 which are central cities in SMSA’s are
all entitled to receive amounts of funds determined by a statutory
formula. In addition, other localities which received grants under
the urban renewal and model cities programs will receive “hold
harmless” grants based on their level of prior participation in
those programs; but only through fiscal year 1979.

Beneficiary Eligibility: The primary beneficiaries with grant recipient
government units are low and moderate income residents, (gener-
ally defined as families with less than 80 percent of the median
family income). .

Credentials/Documentation: Costs will be determined in accordance
with FMC 74-4 for State and local governments.

APPLICATION AND AWARD PROCESS:

Preapplication Coordination: In preparing an application, environ-
mental factors must be taken into account, and an activity requir-
ing an environmental review must be reviewed before funds for
that activity can be released. An environmental impact statement
is necessary for this program. Applications are subject to State and
areawide clearinghouses review pursuant to procedures in Part I,
Attachment A of OMB Circular No. A-95 (revised).

Application Procedure: Every third year, localities submit a Commu-
nity Development and Housing Plan and a Housing Assistance
Plan. Each year localities submit an Annual Community Develop-

ment Program, an Annual Housing Action Program, and a series

of certifications regarding other Federal requirements.

Award Procedure: Applications are approved in the HUD Area

Office. Notification of awards must be made to the designated
State Central Information Reception Agency in accordance with
Treasury Circular 1082.

Deadlines: Applications must be submitted according to the schedule
in the published regulations.

Range of Approval/Disapproval Time: Within 75 days.

Appeals: None.

Renewals: A new application must be submitted each year.

ASSISTANCE CONSIDERATIONS:
Formula and Matching Requirements: Entitlements are based on a

dual formula using factors of population, housing overcrowding |
extent of poverty age of housing and growth lag. No matching re-

quirement.

Length and Time Phasing of Assistance: Assistance is for an annual
program of activities but activities generally may be continued
beyond one year until completed. - )

POST ASSISTANCE REQUIREMENTS:

Reports: Annual Performance Report.

Audits: Audits are made or arranged for by the recipients with rea-
sonable frequency, but not less frequently than once every two
years, following audit guidelines prescribed by HUD.

Records: The applicant must maintain records with regard to finan-
cial management, citizen participation, relocation, other resources,
acquisition, equal opportunity, environmental impact, labor stand-
ards and any other requirement set forth in regulations. Records
shall be retained for three years from the date of submission of the
annual performance report, except as otherwise prescribed in the
published regulations.



FINANCIAL INFORMATION:
Account Identification: 86-0162-0-1-451.
Obtligations: (Grants) FY 79 $2,752,345000; FY 380 st
$2,794,225,000; and FY 81 est $2,849,870,000.
Range and Average of Financial Assistance: Determined by Formula.

PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS: As of September 1979, there
were 1,291 approved CDBG entitlement grants for fiscal year
1979.

REGULATIONS, GUIDELINES, AND LITERATURE: Administra-
tive Regulations for Community Development Block Grants, 24
CFR 570.

INFORMATION CONTACTS:

Regional or Local Office: Contact appropriate HUD Area Office (or
Regional Office in Region VII) listed in Appendix IV.

Headquarters Office: Community Planning and Development, 451
7th Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20410. Telephone: (202) 755-
6587.

RELATED PROGRAMS: 14.219, Community Development Block
Grants/Small Cities Program.

EXAMPLES OF FUNDED PROJECTS: Not applicable.

CRITERIA FOR SELECTING PROPOSALS: Not applicable.

10.410 LOW TO MODERATE INCOME HOUSING
' LOANS
(Rural Housing Loans-Section 502 - Insured)

FEDERAL AGENCY: FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

AUTHORIZATION: Title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended,
42 U.S.C. 1471, et seq; Public Law 89-117; Public Law 92-310; 42
U.S.C. 1480; and 42 U.S.C. 1472.

OBJECTIVES: To assist rural families to obtain decent, safe, and sani-
tary dwellings and related facilities.

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE: Guaranteed/Insured Loans.

USES AND USE RESTRICTIONS: The loans may be used: for Con-
struction, repair or purchase of housing; to provide necessary and
adequate sewage disposal facilities; for water supply for the appli-
cant and his family; for weatherization; to purchase or install es-
sential equipment which upon installation becomes part of the real
estate; and to buy a site on which to place a dwelling for appli-
cant’s own use. Housing debts may under certain circumstances be
refinanced. Restrictions on the use of the loans are that: a dwelling
financed for a family with a low or moderate income must be
modest in size, design and cost; an applicant must be without ade-
quate housing or without sufficient resources to provide on his

. own account the necessary housing, or related facilities; be unable
to secure the necessary credit from other sources upon terms and
conditions which he reasonably could be expected to fulfill; and,
the housing must be located in a place which is rural in character

-124-

and does not exceed 10,000 population or in a place whose popu-
lation exceeds 10,000 but is not in excess of 20,000, provided the
place is not in a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area and has a
serious lack of mortgage credit for low- and moderate-in¢’
families as determined by the Secretary of Agriculture and
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development.

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS:

Applicant Eligibility: Be an owner or when the loan is closed, -

become the owner of a dwelling and the site on which it is locat-
ed, in a rural area. Be a citizen of the United States or reside in
the United States after having been legally admitted for permanent
residence or on indefinite parole. Have adequate and dependable
available income to meet his operating and family living expenses,
including taxes, insurance and maintenance, and repayments on
debts including the proposed loan. Interest credits may, under cer-
tain conditions, be granted to lower income families which will
reduce the effective interest rate paid to as low as one percent, de-
pending on the size of the loan and the size and income of the ap-
plicant family. Assistance is available in States, Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the Northern Marianas,
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

Beneficiary Eligibility: Same as Applicant Eiigibility.

Credentials/Documentation: May need to submit evidence of inability
to obtain credit elsewhere, verification of income and debts, plans,
specifications, and cost estimates. :

APPLICATION AND AWARD PROCESS:

Preapplication Coordination: Applications are subject to State and
areawide clearinghouses review pursuant to procedures in Part I,

Attachment A of OMB Circular No. A-95 (revised) when loans :

are for 10 or more units in the same subdivision.

Application Procedure: Must file an application Form FmHA 4104 .
for nonfarm tracts or Form FmmHA 410-1 for farms and loan appli- |

cants who derive a major portion of their income from farming
and Preapplication Form AD-621 for 10 or more units in the same
subdivision, with the county office of the Farmers Home Adr’
tration serving the county where the dwelling is or will be k
ed.

Award Procedure: Delegated to county supervisor.

Deadlines: None.

Range of Approval/Disapproval Time: 30 to 60 days from time appli-

cation is filed if no backlog of applications exists.

Appeals: Applicant may request reconsideration at the local county
office or may appeal to the State or National Office any adverse !

action on his loan application in accordance with FmHA appeal

procedure. Appeals may be filed within 30 days after notification

of the adverse decision is received by the loan applicant.
Renewals: Applicants may reapply at any time.

" ASSISTANCE CONSIDERATIONS:

Formula and Matching Requirements: No matching of funds required.

The following formula is used to allocate program funds to var- :

ious States: (Ax.30Bx.30Cx.30Dx.10)x funds available = States al-

location. Where “A” is State’s percentage of national rural popula-

tion; “B” is State’s percentage of national rural population living .

in dwellings which lack complete plumbing and/or are crowded;
“C” is State’s percentage of national rural population below pov-
erty level; and, “D"” is cost indicator--average cost of new dwell-
ing and site, factored by population.

Length and Time Phasing of Assistance: Refinancing is required when
the borrower has obtained adequate resources to finance on his
own account the necessary housing or is able to secure the neces-
sary credit from other sources on terms and conditions which he
can reasonably be expected to fulfill.

POST ASSISTANCE REQUIREMENTS:

Reports: None.

Audits: As requested.

Records: Kept for outstanding loans. Records retired in accor
with pertinent FmHA regulations.

FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

Account Identification: 12-4141-0-3-371.

Obligations: (Loans) FY 79 $2,866,996,770; FY 80 est $3,080, 000,000;
and FY 81 est $2,772,000,000.



Range and Average of Financial Assistance: $1,000 to $60,000;

$25,807. .

PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS: In fiscal year 1979, 111,555

loans were made. It is estimated that 129,300 loans will be
made during fiscal year 1980. It is estimated that 102,500 loans
will be made during fiscal year 1981.

REGULATIONS, GUIDELINES, AND LITERATURE: Home Own-
ership, PA-977, no charge; 7 CFR 1822.1-1822.18; FmHA In-
struction 444.1. *“Section 502 Rural Housing Loan Policies,
Procedures and Authorizations,” (approximate cost $5.70).

INFORMATION CONTACTS:

Regional or Local Office: Consult your local telephone directory for
FmHA county office number, If no listing, get in touch with ap-
propriate Farmers Home Administration State Office listed in the
Appendix V.

Headquarters Office: Administrator, Farmers Home Administration,
Department of Agriculture, Washington, DC 20250. Telephone:
(202) 447-7967 (Use same 7-digit number for FT S).

RELATED PROGRAMS: 10.405, Farm Labor Housing Loans and
Grants; 10.411, Rural Housing Site Loans; 10.417, Very Low-
‘Income Housing Repair Loans and Grants; 10.420, Rural Self-
Help Housing Technical Assistance; 14.105, Interest Reduction-
Homes for Lower Income Families; 14.121, Mortgage Insur-
ance-Homes in Outlying Areas.

EXAMPLES OF FUNDED PROJECTS: Not applicable.

CRITERIA FOR SELECTING PROPOSALS: Not applicable.

10.415 RURAL RENTAL HOUSING LOANS

FEDERAL AGENCY: FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION,
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

AUTHORIZATION: Housing Act of 1949 as amended, Sections 515
and 521; Public Law 89-117; 42 U.S.C. 1485, 1490a. -

OBJECTIVES: To provide economically designed and constructed
rental and cooperative housing and related facilities suited for in-
dependent living for rural residents.

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE: Guaranteed/Insured Loans.

USES AND USE RESTRICTIONS: Loans can be used to construct,
purchase, improve, or repair rental or cooperative housing. Hous-
ing as a general rule will consist of multi-units with two or more
family units and- any appropriately related facilities. Funds may
also be used to provide recreational and service facilities appropri-
ate for use in connection with the housing and to buy and im-
prove the land on which the buildings are to be located. Loans
may not be made for nursing, special care, or institutional-type
homes.

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS:

Applicant Eligibility: Applicants may be individuals, cooperatives,
nonprofit organizations, State or local public agencies or profit
corporations trusts, partnership, limited partnerships, and with the
exception of State or local public agencies be unable to finance the
housing either with their own resources or with credit obtained
from private sources. However, applicants must be able to assume
the obligations of the loan, furnish adequate security, and have
sufficient income for repayment. They must also have the ability
and intention of maintaining and operating the housing for pur-
poses for which the loan is made. Loans may be made in commu-
nities up to 10,000 people and places up to 20,000 population
under certain conditions. Applicants in towns of 10,000 to 20,000
should check with local FmHA office to determine if agency can
serve them. Assistance is available to eligible applicants in States,
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the
Northern Marianas, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

Beneficiary Eligibility: Occupants must be low- to moderate-income
families senior citizens or handicapped.

Credentials/Documentation: Applicant must furnish evidence of the
following: (a) present a comprehensive market analysis showing
the need for such service; (b) have a legal capacity to incur the

obligation and operate the housing; (c) have a sound budget; (d) is

unable to obtain necessary funds from other sources on terms and

conditions that would enable the applicant to rent the units for

amounts that are within payment ability of eligible low and mod-

erate-income, senior citizen or handicapped occupants.
APPLICATION AND AWARD PROCESS:

Preapplication Coordination: Applications are subject to State and
areawide clearinghouses review pursuant to procedures in Part 1,
Attachment A of OMB Circular No. A-95 (revised) when loans
are to build 25 or more units in the same project. An environmen-
tal impact assessment and environmental impact statement are re-
quired for this program when projects exceed 50 units. If a combi-
nation of Section 8/515 is involved, 5 units instead of S0 will
apply to conform with the memorandum of understanding with
HUD.

Application Procedure: The application will be on Form AD-621
“Preapplication for Federal Assistance” which is submitted to the
FmHA county office where the housing will be located or the
District Office having jurisdiction. Appropriate attachments such
as preliminary market data, cost estimates, and financial statement
and plans if available should be included.

Award Procedure: Award is made by State director or National
Office. Notification of awards must be made to the designated
State Central Information Reception Agency in accordance with
Treasury Circular 1082,

Deadlines: None. - ~

Range of Approval/Disapproval Time: 90 to 200 days.

Appeals: Applicant may request reconsideration on the basis of perti-
nent facts concerning his application.

Renewals: Applicants may reapply at any time.

TASSISTANCE CONSIDERATIONS:
Formula and Matching Requirements: None.
Length and Time Phasing of Assistance: Not applicable.
POST ASSISTANCE REQUIREMENTS:

Reports:. Monthly progress reports are to be made to the FmHA
District Director. During the first year of operation or until re-
quirement is waived by FmHA. .

Audits: Annual audits required from borrowers with 21 or more
units in one or more projects.

Records: Good business records required.

_ FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

Account Identification: 12-4141-0-3-371.

Obligations: (Loans) FY 79 $821,600,000; FY 80 est $820,000,000;
and FY 81 est $820,000,000.

Range and Average of Financial Assistance: Initial insured loans to in-
dividuals, $27,000 to $401,667; $210,167. Initial insured loans to or-
ganizations, $54,900 to about $2,000,000; $460,000.

PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS: In fiscal year 1979, loans
were made to provide housing for 38,650 families. In fiscal
year 1980, loans will be made to provide housing for an esti-
mated 35,300 families. In fiscal year 1981, loans will be made
to provide housing for approximately 32,300 families.

REGULATIONS, GUIDELINES, AND LITERATURE: FmHA In-
struction 444.5, “Rural Rental Housing Loan Policies Proce-
dures, and Authorizations,” and FmHA Instruction 444.7,
“Rural Cooperative Housing Loan Policies Procedures, and
Authorizations”™; 7 CFR 1822.81-1822.98; 1822.231-18222.244;
Rural Rental Housing, PA-1039.

INFORMATION CONTACTS:

Regional or Local Office: Consult your local telephone directory for
FmHA county office number. If no listing, get in touch with ap-
propriate FmHA State office listed in Appendix IV.

Headquarters Office: Administrator, Farmers Home Administration,
Department of Agriculture, Washington, DC 20250. Telephone:
(202) 447-7967 (Use same 7-digit number for FTS).

RELATED PROGRAMS: 10.405, Farm Labor Housing Loans and
Grants; 10.411, Rural Housing Site Loans; 10.427, Rural Rental
Assistance Payments.

EXAMPLES OF FUNDED PROJECTS: Not applicable.

CRITERIA FOR SELECTING PROPOSALS: Not applicable.
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Appendix C

Tippecanoe County Area Plan Commission Land Use Survey:
Evaluation Criteria for Housing Survey, 1978

GOOD CONDITION: To meet this criteria, the structure had to

be in excellent shape structurally. All aspects of the building
had to be very sound. No visible sags or structural inadequacies
in the frame. Slab or block foundations, with or without,
basement had to be free from cracks or flaws. Roofing, siding,
and windows had to be intact, as well as, generally good main-
tenance of the grounds. 1In general, the structure must present

a pleasing appearance.

FAIR CONDITION: This criteria was reserved for structures which
were generally sound and met most of the requirements of the

Good condition buildings with a few exceptions. Fair structures
usually needed minor maintenance to bring them up to Good Condition.
Roofs often were on the verge of needing replaced. Siding either
needed painting or several strips replaced. Storm windows were
lacking or broken on several windows and the grounds usually
required a small amount of work.

DETERIORATING CONDITION: Was indicated by a structure which

had one or more major defects but wasn't beyond economically
feasible repair. Often the building had some visible structural
defect such as a slightly sagging roof or porch which needed
new timber and some form of structural support. The roof was
usually beyond the point where repair is possible and its condition
could only be remedied by complete replacement. The complete
structure was often in need of weather proofing, paint, storm
windows, and foundation repair. A deteriorating structure had

a generally ramshackle appearance yet it was obvious that repair
was economically feasible.

DILAPIDATED CONDITION: To meet this criteria a structure was
either inadequate or unfit for human habitation or in such a
condition that repair would be economically infeasible. The
frame of the building had major structural faults impossible

to repair and often unsafe. Advanced weathering of construction
materials had taken place and the foundation or footing was

not solid and/or level.
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Appendix E
Table XL

HOUSING CONDITIONS SURVEY OF LAFAYETTE NEIGHBORHOODS

NBHD Good Fair Deteriorating Dilapidated Total

1 144(61.5) 59(25.2) 28(12.0) 3(1.3) 234

2 109(55.1) 60(30.3) 20(10.1) 9(4.6) 198

3 949(80.7) 176(15.0) 44(3.7) 7{(0.6) 1,176

4 613(97.3) 15(2.4) 2(0.3) 0 630

-5 537(64.6) 207(24.9) 82(9.9) 5(0.6) 831

6 270(54.0) 135(27.0) 92(18.4) 3(0.6) 500

7 134(90.5) 12(8.1) 2(1.4) 0 148

8 452(95.4) 16(3.4) 6(1.3) 0 474

9 382(68.5) 115(20.6) 59(10.6) 2(0.4) 558

10 191(50.1) 117(30.7) 62(16.3) 11(2.9) 381

11 398(70.1) 128(22.5) 41.(7.2) 1(0.2) 568

12 306(89.5) 25(7.3) 10(2.9) 1(0.3) 342

13 121(55.0) 51(23.2) 37(16.8) 11(5.0) 220

14 265(44.1) 176(29.3) 140(23.3) 20(3.3) 601

15 443(86.0) 46(8.9) 24(4.7) 2(0.4) 515

16 220(72.4) 55(18.1) 27(8.9) 2(0.7) 304

17 227(80.2) 46(16.3) 10(3.5) 0 283

18 148(78.3) 27(14.3) 14(7.4) 0 189

19 936 (89.2) 97(9.3) 15(1.4) 1(0.1) 1,049

20 600 (88.2) 46(6.8) 26 (3.8) 8(1.2) 680

21 352(91.7) 24(6.3) 8(2.1) 0 384

22 387(91.7) 27(6.4) 8(1.9) 0 422

23 439(96.1) 12(2.6) 6(1.3) 0 457

24 186(96.9) 5(2.6) 1(0.7) 0 192

25 650(91.8) 45(6.4) 13(1.8) 0 708

26 103(100.0) 0 0 0 103

27 211(96.8) 4(1.8) 1(0.5) 2(0.9) 218

28 684(97.7) 16(2.3) 0 0 700

29 833(99.6) 2(0.2) 1(0.1) 0 836

30 480(99.0) 5(1.0) 0 0 485

31 530(100.0) 0 0 0 530

32 295(99.7) 0 1(0.3) 0 296

CBD 164(76.6) 50(23.4) 0 0 214

CT 14 285(100.0) 0 0 0 285

CT 107 49(79.0) . 7(11.3) 1(1.6) 5(8.1) 62

CT 108 2,217(95.5) .~ 65(2.8) 33(1.4) 7(0.3) 2,322

Sub-—- ) i . j

total 15,310(84.6)1,871(10.3) 814(4.5) 100(0.6) 18,095

Other* 280 119 - 53 23 475
TOTAL 15,590(83.9)1,990(10.7) 867(4.7) 123(0.7) 18,586*%

* A total of 475 housing units were not included within the

32 neighborhoods or defined areas.

** Tncludes 16 units under construction at time of survey.

Source:

1978.
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Table XLI

Housing Conditions Survey of West Lafayette
Census Tracts¥*

Census Tract Good . Fair Deteriorating Dildpiddted Total
51 1,714(99.4) 6(0.4) 3(0.2) 1(0.1) 1,724
52 1,696(99.1) 11(0.6) 3(0.2) 1(0.1) 1,711
53 1,283(97.8) 24(1.8) 5(0.4) 0(0.0) 1,312
54 631(69.0) 157(17.2) 118(12.9) 7(0.8) 913
55 668(77.7) 141(16.4) 47(5.5) 3(0.4) 860
102 314(100.0). 0 o 0 314
Total 6,306(92.2) 339(5.0) 176 (2.6) “12(0.2) 6,834%*

* 1970 Census Tracts.

** Includes one unit under construction at time of survey.

Source: Tippecanoe County Area Plan Commission Land Use Survey,
1978.
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Housing Conditions Survey of

Table XLII

The Balance of Tippecanoe County by Township

Township Good Fair - Deteriorating Dilapidated Total
Wabash 1,994(83.0) 256 (10.6) 125(5.2) 26(1.0) 2,408
Wea 2,505(90.0) 151(5.4) 82(2.9) 33(1.2) 2,789
Fairfield 804 (85.4) 74(7.7) 38(4.0) 7(0.7) 943
Perry 681(82.1) 90(10.6) 42(5.1) 14(1.7) 832
Jackson 135(74.2) 17(8.2) 20(11.0) 11(6.0) 184
Washington 583(71.9) 144 (17.5) 61(7.5) 16(2.0) 813
Randolph 261(88.5) 20(6.1) 13(4.4) 2(0.7) 297
Wayne 301(75.1) 63(15.2) 25(6.2) 10(2.5) 403
Union 375(72.3) 83(15.8) 45(8.7) 17(3.3) 520
Sheffield 596(81.4) 72(9.7) 46 (6.3) -16(2.2) 733
Lauranmie 579(74.6) 106(13.5) 74(9.4) 19(2.5) 778
Tippecanoe 1,177(79.9) 148(10.0) 95(6.4) 42(2.8) 1,485
Shelby 503(83.0) 57(9.2) 32(5.3) 10(1.7) 610
Total 10,494(82.0) 1,281(10.0) 698(5.5) 223(1.7) 12,797%

* Includes 101 units under construction at time of survey.

Source:
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Appendix F

United States Census of Housing, 1960:
Evaluation Criteria for Housing Conditions

SOUND housing is defined as that which has no defects, or only
slight defects which normally are corrected during the course

of regular maintenance. Examples of slight defects are: lack

of paint; slight damage to porch or steps; slight wearing away

of mortar between bricks or other masonry; small cracks in wall,
plaster or chimney; cracked windows; slight wear on floors,
doorsills, doorframes, window sills, or window frames; and broken
gutters or downspouts.

DETERIORATING housing needs more repair than would be provided

in the course of regular maintenance. Such housing has one or
more defects of an intermediate nature that must be corrected

if the unit is to continue to provide safe and adequate shelter.
Examples of intermediate defects are: holes, open cracks, rotted,
loose, or missing materials over a small area of the foundation,
walls, roof, floors, or ceilings; shaky or unsafe porch, steps,
or railings; several broken or missing windowpanes; some rotted
or loose window frames or sashes that are no longer rainproof

or windproof; broken or loose stair treads, or broken, loose,

or missing risers, balusters, or railings of inside or outside
stairs; deep wear on doorsills, doorframes, outside or inside
steps or floors, missing bricks or cracks in the chimney which
are not serious enough to be a fire hazard; and makeshift chimney
such as a stovepipe or other uninsulated pipe leading directly
from the stove to the outside through a hole in the roof, wall,
or window. Such defects are signs of neglect which lead to
serious structural deterioration or damage if not corrected.

DILAPIDATED housing does not provide safe and adequate shelter

and in its present condition endangers the health, safety, or
well-being of the occupants. Such housing has one or more critical
defects; or has a combination of intermediate defects in sufficient
number or extent to require considerable repair or rebuilding;

or is of inadequate original construction. The defects are either
so critical or so widespread that the structure should be ex-
tensively repaired, rebuilt, or torn down.

Critical defects result from continued neglect or lack of repair,
or indicate serious damage to the structure. Examples of critical
defects are: holes, open cracks, or rotted, loose, or missing
material (clapboard siding, shingles, bricks, concrete, tile,
plaster, or floorboards) over a large area of the foundation,
outside walls, roof, chimney, or inside walls, floors, or ceilings;
substantial sagging of floors, walls, or roof: and extensive
damage by storm, fire, or flood.
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To be classified as dilapidated on the basis of intermediate
defects, a housing unit must have such defects in sufficient
number or extent that it no longer provides safe and adequate
shelter. No set number of intermediate defects is required.

Inadequate original construction includes: shacks, huts, or

tents; structures with makeshift walls or roofs, or built of
packing boxes, scrap lumber, or tin; structures lacking foundations
(walls rest directly on the ground):; structures with dirt floors;
and cellars, sheds, barns, garages, or other places not originally
intended for living quarters and inadequately converted to such
use.
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Appendix G

Table XLIII

1980 Existing Single
Family House Sales

Number Sold Average Price2
Tippecanoe County 703 $52,333
Lafayette 433 $48,305
West Lafayette 98 $66,054
Balance of County 172 $54,654
All of
Tippecanoe West Balance of
County Lafayette Lafayette County
Price # % # % - # % # %
10,000 3 0.4 2 0.5 — 1 0.6
10,000-19,999 24 3.4 16 3.7 —— 8 4.6
20,000~29,999 60 8.5 52 12.0 - 8 4.6
30,000-39,999 ] 175 24,941 135 31.2 2 2.0 38 22.1
40,000-49,999{ 124 17.6 86 19.8 15 15.3 23 13.4
50,000-59,9991| 110 15.7 44 10.2 22 22.5 44 25.6
60,000-69,999 73 10.4 32 7.4 25 25.5 16 9.3
70,000-79,999 45 6.4 19 4.4 16 16.3 10 5.8
80,000-89,999 38 5.4 16 3.7 10 10.2 12 7.0
90,000-99,999 17 2.4 10 2.3 4 4.1 3 1.7
100,000 34 4.9 21 4.8 4 4.1 9 5.2
703 433 98 172

lIncludes all sold listings found in the 1980 4th quarter

Comparable Books, Lafayette Board of Realtors

2Excludes exchanges (there were only four in 1980) and
out of area sales

Source:

of Realtors.
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Appendix I

The following compilation will show that the characteristics

of subdivision activity differ considerably from one size category

to another.

1.

A percentage breakout of preliminary subdivisions approved
and preliminary lots approved by subdivision size category

shows the following:

Pct. of S/Ds Pct. of Lots
Granted Prelim. Granted Prelim.
Size Category Approval ' Approval
Small Subdivisions 40.0 3.3
Mid-sized Subdivisions 24.1 7.2
Large Subdivisions 35.4 . B89.5
All Subdivisions 100.0 100.0

Whereas small and mid-sized subdivisions account for 64.5
percent of all Area Plan Commission approvals over the eleven-
year -period, these subdivisions contain only 10.5 percent

of all lots approved.

Because the overwhelming number of preliminary lots approved
are in the large subdivision category, the profiles of
activity shown in thé following Tables and Figures are nearly
identical to those in Table XXVI and Figure XVIII.

Small subdivisions exhibit characteristics radically dif-
ferent from the overall activity patterns. Most strikingly,
every lot in every small subdivision granted preliminary
approval over the eleven¥year period has come back for,

and been granted final approval; none have ever expired,

and none are still eligible to be finalized.

The small subdivision "success ratio"--number of building
permits issued to number of lots granted preliminary approval
--56.1 percent is extremely high compared to the overall
success ratio of 24.5 percent. (This is somewhat exaggerated
in that 37 of the 38 lots having pre-existing units at the

time of preliminary approval were in small subdivisions.
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Even excluding pre-existing units, the "success ratio" for
small subdivisions is 42.4 percent, compared with 23.3 percent
overall.)

Activity with regard to mid-sized subdivisions indicates
that subdividers have requested and been granted final
approval more frequently (65.4 percent of lots) in this size
category than in the large subdivision category (34.0 percent),
or overall (38.4 percent), but less frequently than in the
small subdivision category (100.0 percent).

This greater tendency to finalize lots has been translated
into building permit activity. Thus the "success ratio"

in the mid-sized subdivision category (34.0 percent) is
considerably higher than the ratios for large subdivisions
(21.2 percent) and all subdivisions (23.3 percent), yet
somewhat lower than the "success ratio" exhibited by small
subdivisions (42.4 percent, adjusted).

The previously discussed patterns of a generally decreasing
"success ratio" over the eleven-year period is difficult

to discern with regard to mid-sized subdivisions because

of a lack of activity in 1970 (all preliminary approvals
expired), and 1975 (no preliminary requests approved).
However, success ratios for most other years closely follow
the overall pattern, with 1976 being rather atypical.

The higher 1979 ratio (75.0 percent) is attributable to the
fact that only a single (albeit successful) mid-sized sub-

division was platted all that year.
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